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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


It is gratifying that a second edition of this annotated translation 
of the Vigrahavyavartani is so soon called for. 

The Introduction has been slightly developed, some minor changes 
have been made in the translation, some new elements have been 
introduced in the Notes and in the Bibliography, and the Sanskrit text 
and translation have been re-arranged. 

KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 
Gentre National de la Recherche 
Scienti fique, Paris 
1985 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


An English translation of the Vigrahavydvartani with Introduction 
and Notes was published, under the same title, in the Journal of 
Indian Philosophy (Dordrecht, Holland), Vol. 1, 1971. Since then, 
this work has undergone a good deal of transformation. Thanks to 
the initiative taken by Messrs. Motilal Banarsidass, itis now being 
printed, revised and enlarged, along with the Sanskrit original, 
edited by E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst. 


My heartiest thanks are due to my friend E. Gene Smith, not , 


only for revising the proofs and making valuable suggestions but 


also for his warm hospitality in Delhi while this book was being 
printed. 


KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


Centre National de la Recherche 
Scientifique, Paris, and University of Toronto 
1978 
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“PARTI 
Sanskrit Text in Devanagari Script 


Reprinted from The Nava-Nalanda-Mahdvihara Research Publication, - 
edited by Satkari Mookerjee, Volume I (Nalanda 1957). 


Text basically the same as the.one edited by 
E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst 


विग्रहव्यावर्तनी 


सर्वेधां भावानां सवंत्र न विद्यते स्वभावश्चेत्‌। 
त्वद्ठचनमस्वभावं न निवर्तयितुं स्वभावमलम्‌ 11411 


यदि सवेषां भावानां हेतौ प्रत्ययेषु च हेतुभ्रत्ययसामग्याञ्च पृथक्‌ च सर्वत्र स्वभावो 
न विद्यत इति कृत्वा शून्याः सर्वभावा इति। नहि वीजे हेतुभूतेऽङ्कुरोऽस्ति न qfas 
व्यप्तेजोवाय्वादीनामेकैकस्मिन्‌ प्रत्ययसंज्ञिते, न प्रत्ययेषु समग्रेषु, न हेतुप्रत्ययसामग्रूयामुः- 
न हेतुप्रत्ययबिनिर्मुक्तः पृथगेव च। यस्मादत्र सर्वत्र स्वभावो नास्ति तस्माञ्निः- 
स्वभावोऽङ्कर,। यस्मान्निःस्वभावस्तस्माच्छून्यः। यथा चायमङ्कुरो निःस्वभावो 
निःस्वभावत्वाच्च शून्यस्तथा सवभावा अपि निःस्वभावत्वाच्छूत्या | 

अत्र बबं qu: यद्येवम्‌, तवापि वचनम्‌ यदेतच्छूत्याः सर्वभावा इति तदपि शून्यम्‌ । 
कि कारणम्‌ । तदपि हेतौ नास्ति महाभूतेषु संप्रयुक्तेषु विप्रमुक्तेषु वा, प्रत्ययेषु नास्त्युर:- 
कण्ठौष्ठजि ह्वादन्तमूलतालुनासिकामूडप्रभृतिषु यत्नेषु उभयसामगर्यां नास्ति, हेतु_ 
्रत्ययविनिर्मुक्तं पृथगेव च नास्ति | यस्मादत्र सवंत्र नास्ति तस्मान्निःस्वभावम्‌। 
यस्मान्निःस्वभावं तस्माच्छून्यम्‌। तस्मादनेन सर्वभावस्वभावव्यावर्तनमशक्यं TL 
न ह्यसताग्निना शक्यं दग्धुम्‌ । न ह्मसता शस्त्रेण शक्यं Əql न ह्यसतीभिरङ्भः 
शक्यं क्लेदयितुम्‌ | एवमसता वचनेन न शक्यः सर्वभावस्व॑भावप्रतिषेधः DAA 
तत्र यदुक्तं सरवेभावस्वभावः प्रतिषिद्ध इति तन्न। 

अथ सस्वभावमेतद्‌ वाक्यं पूर्वा हता प्रतिज्ञा ते। 
वैषमिकत्वं तस्मिन्‌ विशेषहेतुरच . वक्त्व्यः ।।२।। 

अथापि मन्यसे मा भूदेष दोष इति सस्वभावमेतद्वावयं सस्वभावत्वाच्चाशूत्यम्‌ 
तस्मादनेन सर्वभावस्वभावः प्रतिषिद्ध इति, अत्र ब्रूमः । यद्येवम्‌, या ते पूर्वा प्रतिज्ञा, 
शून्याः सर्वभावा इति, हता सा । 

कि चान्यत्‌ | सर्वभावान्तर्गतळ्च SATA । कस्माच्छूत्येषु सवेभावेषु त्वद्चचनम 
शून्यम्‌, येनाशून्यत्वात्‌ सवेभावस्वभावः प्रतिषिद्धः? ча षट्कोटिको वाद: प्रसक्त 


4 विग्रहव्यावतंती 


स पुन: कथमिति। हन्त चेत्‌ पुनः शून्याः सर्व॑भावाः,तैन акча शून्यम्‌, सर्वभावान्त- 
गतत्वात्‌ | तेन शून्येन प्रतिषेधातुपपत्तिः। तत्र यः प्रतिषेधः शून्याः सर्वभावा इति 
सोऽनूपपन्नः। उपपन्नइचेत्‌ पुनः शून्याः सर्वभावा इति प्रतिषेधः, तेन त्वद्वचनमपि (प्य? -) 
शून्यम्‌। (अ)शून्य त्वादनेन प्रतिषेबोऽनुपपन्नः। अथ शून्याः सर्वभावास्त्वद्वचन_ 
Sa, येन प्रतिषेधः, तेन त्वद्वचनं सवंत्रासंगृहीतम्‌ । तत्र दुष्टान्तविरोधः। 
aaa चेत्युन: संगृहीतं त्वद्वचनं सर्वेभावाइच शून्याः, तेन तदपि शून्यम्‌ । शून्यत्वादनेन 
नास्ति प्रतिषेधः। अथ शूऱ्यमस्ति चानेन प्रतिषेधः शून्याः सर्वभावा इति, तेन 
чеп अपि सर्वभावाः कार्यक्रियासमर्था भवेयुः। न चैतदिष्टम्‌ अथ शून्याः 
सर्वभावाः, न च कार्येक्रियासमर्था भवन्ति मा भूद्‌ दृष्टान्तविरोध इति कृत्वा, शून्येन 
त्वद्वचनेन सर्वभावस्वभावप्रतिषेधो नोपपन्न इतिं। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | एवं तदस्तित्वाद्‌ वैषमिकत्वप्रसङ्गः किञ्चिच्छून्यम्‌ किंञ्चिद- 
'शून्यमिति। तस्मिश्च वैषमिकत्वे विशोषहेतुरक्तव्यो येन किञ्चिच्छून्यम्‌ किञ्चिद- 
शून्यं स्यात्‌। स च नोपदिष्टो हेतुः। तत्र यदुक्तं शून्याः सर्वभावा इति तन्न। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ । 


मा शबन्दवदित्येतत्‌ स्यात्ते बुद्धिनं चैतदुपपन्नम्‌ і! 
Rett ह्यत्र सता भविष्यतो वारणं. तस्य 11311 


स्यात्ते बुद्धिः, यथा नाम करिचिद्‌ AAT शब्दं कार्षीरिति स्वयमेव शाब्दं жаат 
च शब्देन तस्य शाब्दस्य व्यावर्तनं क्रियेत, एवमेव शून्याः सर्वभावा इति शून्येन वचनेन 
सर्वभावस्वभावस्य व्यावतंनं क्रियत इति। 

अत्र वयं ब्रूमः। एतदप्यनुपपन्नम्‌। किं कारणम्‌। सता ह्यत्र शाब्देन भविष्यतः 
शब्दस्य प्रतिषेधः क्रियते । न पुनरिह भवतः सता वचनेन सर्वभावस्वभावप्रतिषेधः 
क्रियते। तव हि मतेन वचनमप्यसत्‌ , सर्वभावस्वभावोऽप्यसन्‌ | .तस्मादयं मा 
दान्दवदिति विषमोपैन्यासः। 


ce 
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प्रतिषेधप्रतिषेधोऽप्येवमिति मतं भवेत्तदसदेव 1 
एवं तव प्रतिज्ञा लक्षणतो दूष्यते न मम।।४।। 


स्यात्ते बुद्धि, प्रतिषेधप्रतिषेधोऽप्यनेनैव कल्पेनानुपपन्नः, तत्र यद्भवान्‌ सर्वेभाव- 
स्वभावभ्रतिषेधवचनं प्रतिषेधयति तदनुपपन्नमिति। अत्र वयं ब्रूमः । एतसदप्यसदेव। 
कस्मात्‌ । तव हि (एतत्‌? ) प्रतिज्ञालक्षणप्राप्तं न मम । भवान्‌ ब्रवीति शून्याः सर्वभावा 
इति नाहम्‌ і पूर्वक: पक्षो न मम । तत्र यदुक्तं प्रतिषेधप्रतिषेधोप्येवं सत्यनुपपन्न इति 
«її किञ्चान्यत्‌ 


प्रत्यक्षेण हि तावद्‌ यद्युपलभ्य विनिवर्तयसि भावान्‌। 
तन्नास्ति प्रत्यक्षं भावा येनोपलम्यन्ते Ll 


यदि प्रत्यक्षतः सर्वंभावानुपलम्य भवान्निवतंयति शून्याः सर्वभावा इति तदनुपपन्नम्‌ 
कस्मात्‌ । प्रत्यक्षमपि हि प्रमाणं सर्वेभावान्तर्गतत्वाच्छून्यम्‌ | यो भावानुपलभते सोऽपि 
शून्यः । तस्मात्‌ प्रत्यक्षेण प्रमाणेन नोपलंभभावः, अनुपलब्धस्य च प्रतिषेधानुपपत्तिः। 


तत्र यदुक्तं शून्याः स्वभावा इति तदमुपपन्नम्‌। स्यात्ते बुद्धिः, अनुमानेनागमेनोपमानेत - 
वा सर्वंभावानुपलभ्य सर्वभावव्यावतंनं क्रित इति, अत्र TA: 1 


अनुमानं प्रत्युक्तं प्रत्यक्षेणागमोपमाने च॥ 
अनुमानागमसाध्या येऽर्था दृष्टान्तसाध्याञ्च ।।६।। 


; 
अनुमानोपमानागमाइच प्रत्यक्षेण प्रमाणन प्रत्युक्ता:। यथा हि प्रत्यक्षं प्रमाणं 
. शून्यम्‌ , सर्वभावानां शून्यत्वादेवमनुमानोपमानागमा अपि शून्याः, सर्वभावानां 
शून्यत्वात्‌ | येऽनुमानसाध्या अर्था आगमसाघ्या उपमानसाघ्याशच तेऽपि STU 
सर्वभावानां शून्यत्वात्‌ । अनुमानोपमानागमरच यो भावानुपलभते सोऽपि शून्यः 
तस्माद्भावानामुपलम्भाभावोऽनुपलब्धानाञ्च स्वभावप्रतिषेधानुपपत्तिः। तत्र यदुबतं 
शून्याः सर्वभावा इति WW 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ 


6 विग्रहव्यावतंनी 


कुशलानां धर्माणां धर्मावस्थाविदश्च मन्यन्ते | 
कुशलं जनाः स्वभावं शेषेष्वप्येष विनियोग: 11911 i 
इह्‌ जना धर्मावस्थाविदो मन्यन्ते कुशलानां धर्माणामेकोनविशशतम्‌ । तद्यथैकदेशो 
विज्ञानस्य वेदनायाः संज्ञायार्चेतनायाः स्पर्शस्य मनसिंकारस्य छन्दस्याधिमोक्षस्य 
` वीर्यस्य स्मृतेः समाधेः प्रज्ञाया उपेक्षायाः प्रयोगस्य संप्रयोगस्य प्राप्तेरष्याशयस्या- 
प्तिघस्य रतेर्व्यवसायस्यौत्सुक्यस्योन्मुगघेरुत्साहस्याविधातस्य वशिताया: प्रतिघातस्या- 


विप्रतिसारस्य परिग्रहस्यापरिग्रहस्य...धुतेरध्यवसायस्यानौत्सुक्यस्थानुन्मुग्धेरनुत्साहस्य 


प्राथनाया: प्रणिधेमेदस्य विषयाणां विप्रयोगस्यानैर्याणिकताया उत्पादस्य स्थितेरनि- 
त्यतायाः समन्वागमस्य जरायाः परितापस्यारतेवितकंस्य प्रीतेः प्रसादस्य..परेम्ण : 
प्रतिकूलस्य प्रदक्षिणग्राहस्य rere गौरवस्य चित्रीका रस्य भक्तेरभक्तेः शुश्रुषाथा 
आदरस्यानादरस्य प्रश्नव्वे्हांसस्थ वाचो विस्पन्दनायाः सिद्धस्याप्रसा दस्याप्रश्नब्धेः. 
दाक्षस्य सौरत्यस्य विप्रतिसारस्य शोकस्योपायासायासस्य...अघ्रदक्षिणग्राहस्य संशयस्य 
संवराणां परिशुद्धेरध्यात्मसंप्रसादस्य भीरुताया:, श्रद्धा ह्लीरारज॑वमवञ्चनमुपशमोऽ- 
चापलमप्रमोदो मार्दवं प्रतिसंख्यानं निर्वेरपरिदाहावमदोऽलोभोऽदोषोऽमोहः सर्वज्ञता- 
प्रतिनिःसर्गो विभवोऽपत्राप्यमपरिच्छादनं मननं कारुण्धं मैत्र्दीनतारणा... अनुपना- 
होऽनीर्ष्या चेतसोऽपर्यादानं क्षात्तिव्येवसर्गोःसौरत्यं परिभोगान्वयः पुष्यमसंज्ञिसमापत्ति- 
नेर्याणिकतासवेज्ञतासंस्कृता धर्मा इत्येकोनविशशतं कुशलानां धर्माणां कुशलः स्वभावः 
तथा5कुदलानां धर्माणामकुशलः स्वभावः, निवृताव्याकृतानां निवृताव्याकृतः, प्रकृत- 
व्याकुतानां प्रकृताव्याकृतः, कामोक्तानां कामोक्तः रूपोक्तानां रूपोक्तः, आरूप्योक्ता- 
नामख्प्योक्तः, अनास्रवाणामनास्नवः, दुःखसमुदयनिरोधमार्गोक्तानां दुःखसमुदय- 
लिरोधमार्गोक्तः, भावनाप्रहातव्यानां भावनाप्रहातव्यः, अप्रहातव्यानामप्रहातव्यः * 
यस्मादेवमनेकप्रकारो घर्मस्वभावो दृष्टस्तस्माद्‌ यदुक्तं निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा निःस्व। 
आवत्वाच्छून्या इति TA 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
तैर्याणिकस्वभावो धर्मा чалат ये तेषाम्‌। 
घर्मावस्थोक्तानामेवमनैर्याणिकादीनाम्‌ 11511 
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इह च धर्मावस्थोक्तानां नैर्याणिकानां धर्माणां नैर्याणिकः स्वभावः, अनेर्याणि- 
कानामनैर्याणिकः, वोध्यंगिकानां वोध्यंगिकः,  अवोध्यंगिकानामवोध्यंगिकः, वोधि- 
पक्षिकाणां वोधिपक्षिकः, अवोधिपक्षिकाणामवोधिपक्षिकः। एवमपि शेषाणाम्‌। 
तद्यस्मादेवमनेकप्रकारो धर्माणां स्वभावो दृष्टस्तस्माद्‌ यदुक्तं निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा 


निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्या इति तन्न। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


यदि च न भवेत्स्त्रभावो धर्माणां निःस्वभाव इत्येव। 
नामापि vasa नाम हि निवंस्तुकं नास्ति।।॥। 


यदि सर्वधर्माणां स्वभावो न भवेत्तत्रापि निःस्वभावो भवेत्‌। तत्र निःस्वभाव 
इत्येवं नामापि न भवेत्‌ । कस्मात्‌। नाम हि निर्वस्तुकं किञ्चिदपि नास्ति | तस्मा- 
न्ञामसद्भावात्‌ स्वभावो भावानामस्ति स्वभावसङ्भावाच्चाशून्याः सर्वभावा : । तस्माद्‌ 
यदुक्तं निःस्वभावाःसर्वंभावा निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्या इति तन्न। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


अथ विद्यते स्वभावः स च धर्माणां न विद्यते तस्मात्‌ ll 
धर्मविना स्वभावः स यस्य तद्युकतमुपदेष्टुम्‌ ।। १०।। 


अथः मन्यसे मा भूदवस्तुकं नामेति कृत्वास्ति स्वभावः, स पुनर्धेर्माणां न संभवति, 
एवं धर्मंशून्यता निःस्वभावत्वाद्‌ धर्माणां सिद्धा भविष्यति, न च निर्वस्तुकं नामेति, अत्र 
वयं ब्रूमः । एवं यस्येदानीं स स्वभावो धर्मविनिर्मक्तस्यार्थस्य स युक्तमुपदेष्टुम्थंः | 
स च नोपदिष्टः | तस्माद्‌ या कल्पनास्ति स्वभावो न स पुनधंर्माणामिति सा हीना 1 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


E 


सत एवप्रतिषेधो नास्ति घटो गेह इत्ययं यस्मात्‌ 11 
दृष्ट: प्रतिषेधोऽयं सत: स्वभावस्य ते तस्मात्‌ ॥११॥. 
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इह च सतोऽर्थस्य प्रतिषेधः क्रियते नासत: | तद्यथा नास्ति घटो गेह इति सतो 
घटस्य प्रतिषेधः क्रियते नासतः। एकमेव नास्ति स्वभावो धर्माणामिति सतः स्वभावस्य 
प्रतिषेषः प्राप्तोति नासत: । तत्र यदुक्तं निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा इति TA 1 प्रतिषेध- 
संभवादेव सर्वभावस्वभावोऽप्रतिषिद्धः | 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
अथ नास्ति स स्वभावः किं नु प्रतिषिध्यते त्वयानेन | 


वचनेनते वचनात्प्रतिषेधः सिघ्यति (१) ह्यसतः ।।१२।। 


अथ नास्त्येव स स्वभावःअनेन वचनेन 'निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा’ 'इति कि भवता 
प्रतिषिघ्यते | असतो हि वचनाइिना सिद्धःप्रतिषेधः,तद्यथाग्तेः शैत्यस्य अपामौष्ण्यस्य। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
बालानामिव मिथ्या मृगतृष्णायां यथा जलग्राहः | 
एवं मिथ्याग्राहः स्यात्ते प्रतिषेधतो (२) 199: 11311 


_ स्यात्ते बुद्धि, यथा बालानां मृगतृष्णायां मिथ्या जलमिति ग्राहो भवति, ननु निजला 
सा मृगतुष्णेति तत्र पण्डितजातीयेन पुरुषेणोच्यते तस्य ग्राहस्य विनिवतंनार्थम्‌ । एवं 
'निःस्वभावेषु यः स्वभावे ग्राहः सत्त्वानां तस्य व्यावतंनार्थ निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा 
इत्युच्यते ईति। 
अत्र AA: | | ы 
नन्वेवं सत्यस्ति ग्राहो ग्राह्म च तदुग्रहीता च॥ 
प्रतिषेधः प्रतिषेध्यं प्रतिषेद्धा चेति षट्कमूतत्‌ 11411 


यद्येवम्‌, अस्ति तावत्सत्त्वानां эт: अस्ति ग्राह्मम्‌ सन्ति च तद्ग्रहीतारः, अस्ति 
-्रतिषेधस्तस्यापि मिथ्याग्राहस्यास्ति प्रतिषेध्यं यदिदं मिथ्याग्राहो नाम, सन्ति च भ्रति- 
aa युष्मदादयोऽस्य ग्राहस्येति सिद्धं षट्कम्‌ । तस्य षट्कस्य सिद्धत्वाद्‌ यदुत 
न्याः सवभावा इति तन्न | 


—— — m 


१, सिद्धयते (JK) २ प्रतिबेध्यतो-¬॥। (JE) 


— 
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अथ नैवास्ति ग्राहो नैव ग्राह्यं न च ग्रहीतार:। 
प्रतिषेधः प्रतिषेध्यं प्रतिषेद्धारो ननु न afer ey 


अथ मा भूदेष दोष इति कृत्वा नेव ग्राहोऽस्ति नैव ग्राह्यं न च ग्रहीतार इत्येवं सति 
ग्राहुस्य य: प्रतिषेधो निःस्वभावाः «атат इति सोऽपि नास्ति, प्रतिषेध्यमपि नास्ति, 
प्रतिषेद्धारोऽपि न सन्ति। 


प्रतिषेधः प्रतिषेध्यं प्रतिषेद्धारर्च यद्युत न सन्ति। 
सिद्धा हि सर्वभावास्तेषामेव स्वभावश्च 119611 


यदि च न प्रतिषेधो न प्रतिषेध्यं न प्रतिषेद्धारः सन्त्यप्रतिषिद्धाः सर्वभावा अस्ति च 
सर्वभावानां स्वभावः। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


हेतोश्च ते न सिद्धिने:स्वाभाव्यात्‌ कुतो हि ते हेतुः। 
निर्हेतुकस्य fafat चोपपन्नास्य तेऽ्थस्य 119911 


निःस्वभावाः атат इत्येतस्मिन्नर्थे ते हेतोरसिद्धिः। कि कारणम्‌ । निःस्वः 
भावत्वाद्धि सर्वभावानां शून्यत्वात्ततो हेतुः Ha: | असति हेतौ निहेतुकस्यार्थस्य शून्याः 
सर्वभावा इति ga एव प्रसिद्धिः | तत्र यदुक्तं शून्याः सर्वभावा इति तन्न। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ । 


यदि चाहेतोः सिद्धिः स्वभावविनिवर्तनस्य ते भवति 11 
स्वामाव्यस्यास्तित्वं ममापि निहेतुकं सिद्धम्‌ tan 


अथ मन्यसे निहेतुकी(का) सि्धिनिःस्वभाववत्वस्य भावानामिति यथा तव स्वभावः 
विनिवतंनं Mega सिद्धं तथा ममापि स्वभावसङद्भावो निर्हेतुकः सिद्धः | 
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अथ हेतोरस्तित्वं भावास्वाभाव्यम्‌ इत्यनुपपन्नम्‌ |! 
लोकेषु निःस्वभावो न हि कश्चन विद्यते भाव: 11 १९1] 


यदि हेतो रस्तित्वं मन्यसे निःस्वभावाः सर्वंभावा इति, तदनुपपन्नम्‌ । कि कारणम्‌। 


न हि लोके निःस्वभावः करि्चिद्भावोऽस्ति। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


qd चेत्प्रतिषेधः पर्चात्प्रतिषेष्यमित्यनुपपन्नम्‌॥ 
परचाच्चानुपपन्नो युगपच्च यतः स्वभावः सन्‌ ।।२०।। 


इह पूर्वं चेत्प्रतिषेधः पश्चाच्च प्रतिषेध्यमिति नोपपन्नम्‌। असति हि sue 
कस्य प्रतिषेधः। अथ पश्चात्प्रतिषेधः पूर्व प्रतिषेघ्यमिति च नोपपन्नम्‌। सिद्धे हि 
` प्रतिषेध्ये कि प्रतिषेधः करोति 1 अथ युगपत्‌ प्रतिषेधप्रतिषेध्ये इति तथापि न प्रतिषेधः 
प्रतिषेष्यस्यारथस्थ कारणम्‌, प्रतिषेघ्यो न प्रतिषेधस्य च। यथा युगपदुत्पन्नयोः 
शशविषाणयोेव दक्षिणं सव्यस्य कारणं सव्यं वा दक्षिणस्य कारणं भवतीति। तत्र 
यदुक्तं निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा इति तन्न २ 1 

अत्रोच्यते । यत्तावद्धवतोक्त 


सर्वेषां भावानां чая न विद्यते स्वभावश्चेत्‌। 
त्वद्वचनमस्वभावं न निवतंयितुं स्वभावमलम्‌ ।।इति 


अत्र 99:1 
हेतुप्रत्ययसामग्रूयां च पृथक्‌ चापि uut न यदि 11 
तनु शून्यत्वं सिद्धं भावानामस्वभावत्वात्‌ ॥२१॥ 


यदि मद्वचो हेतौ नास्ति महाभूतेषु संप्रयुक्तेषु विप्रयुक्तेषु वा, प्रत्ययेषु नास्त्युरः- 
कण्ठौष्ठजिह्वादन्तमूलतालुनासिकामूर्द्धप्रभृतिषु यत्नेषु, नोभयसामग्र्यामस्ति, हेतु- 


१ प्रतिषेधषेध्य इति (JK) 2—cf. NS. IIl. १-१२-९४ 
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प्रत्ययसामग्रीविनिर्मुक्तं पृथगेव च नास्ति, तस्मान्नि:स्वभावम्‌ , त्निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्यम्‌। 
ननु शून्यत्वं सिद्धं न्निःस्वभावत्वादस्य मदीयवचसः । यथा चैतन्मद्वचनं स्िःस्वभावत्वा- 
` च्छून्यं तथा सर्वभावा अपि न्निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्या इति । तत्र यद्भवतोक्तं त्वदीयवचसः 


शून्यत्वाच्छून्यता सर्वभावानां नोपपद्यत इति तन्न। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


यशच प्रतीत्यभावो भावानां 'शून्यतेति सा प्रोक्ता ॥। 
यश्च प्रतीत्यभावो भवति हि तस्यास्वभावत्वम्‌ URI 


शूत्यतार्थ च भवान्‌ भावानामनवसाय प्रवृत्त उपालम्भं वक्तुः त्वद्वचनस्य निःस्व- 
भावत्वाद्भावानां स्वभावप्रतिषेधो नोपपद्यत इति। इह हि यः प्रतीत्यभावो भावाना 
सा शून्यता। कस्मात्‌। न्निःस्वभावत्वात्‌। ये fe प्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्ता भावास्ते न 
सस्वभावा भवन्ति स्वभावाभावात्‌। कस्मात्‌ । हेतुप्रत्ययसापेक्षत्वात्‌ । यदि हि स्व- 
भावतो भावा भवेयुः, प्रत्याख्यायापि हेतुप्रत्ययञ्च AAA: | न चैवं भवन्ति। तस्मा- 
न्निःस्वभावा निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्या इत्यभिधीयन्ते। एवं मदीयमपि वचनं प्रतीत्य- 
समुंत्पन्नत्वान्नि:स्वभावं न्निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्यमित्यूपपन्नम्‌। यथा च प्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्न- 
त्वात्‌ ` स्वभावशून्या अपि रथपटघटादयः स्वेषु स्वेषु कार्येषु काष्ठतृणमृत्तिकाह्र ण 
मधूदकपयसां धारणे शीतवातातपपरित्राणप्रभृतिषु uen एवमिदं मदीयवचन 
्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्नत्वाश्तिःस्वभावमपि न्निःस्वभावत्वप्रसाधने भावानां वर्तते । तत्र यदुक्तं, 
निःस्वभावत्वात्‌ त्वदीयवचनस्य शून्यत्वं, शून्यत्वात्तस्य च तेन सवंभावस्वभावप्रतिषेधो 
नेपपन्न इति Ta | 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ 1 


निमितको निर्मितक मायापुरुषः स्वमायया सृष्टम्‌ i 
प्रतिषेधयेत यद्वत्‌ प्रतिषेधोऽयं तथैव स्यात्‌।।२३।। 


यथा निमितकः पुरुषोऽन्यं निमितकं पुरुषं कस्मिश्चिदर्थे वर्तमान भ्रतिषेधयेत्‌ 
मायाकारेण वा सृष्टो मायापुरुषोऽत्यं मायापुरुषं स्वमायया सृष्टं = нча аат 
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प्रतिषेधयेत्‌, तत्र यो निर्मितकः पुरुषः प्रतिषिध्यते सोऽपि शून्य: 1 यः प्रतिषेधयति 
सोऽपि शून्यः । यो मायापुरुषः प्रतिषिध्यते सोऽपि शून्य: T: प्रतिषेधति सोऽपि 
शून्यः | एवमेव मद्वचनेन झून्येनापि सर्वभावानां स्वभावप्रतिषेध उपपन्नः। तत्र 
यङ्भवतोक्तं शून्यत्वात्त्व्चनस्य सर्वेभावस्वभावप्रतिषेधो नोपपन्न इति तन्न। तत्र 
यो भवता पट्कोटिको वाद उक्तः सोऽप तेनैव प्रतिषिद्धः । नैव 94 सति न सर्वंभावा- 
Sid मद्वचनं, नास्त्यशून्यम्‌ , नापि सर्वभावा эрт: | 

यत्पुनर्भवतोक्तम्‌ 


अथ सस्वभावमेतद्वाक्यं पूर्वा हता प्रतिज्ञा ते। 
वैषमिकत्व॑ तस्मिन्‌ विशेषहेतुरच वक्तव्यः weft 


अन्नापि 99:1 


न स्वाभाविकमेतद्वाक्यं तस्मात्न वादहानिर्मे । 
नास्ति च वैषमिकत्वं विशेषहेतुरु्च न निगाद्यः ।।२४।। 


न तावन्ममैतद्वचनं प्रतीत्यसमुत्पननत्वात्‌ स्वभावोपपन्नम्‌ | यथा पूर्वमुक्तं स्वभावा 
न्‌पपत्नत्वाच्छून्यमिति। यस्माच्चेदमपि west शून्यं शेषा अपि सर्वभावाः शून्याः 
तस्मान्नास्ति वैषमिकत्वम्‌। यदि हि वयं ян इदं वचनमशून्यं शेषाः सर्वभावाः शून्या 
इति ततो वैषमिकत्वं स्यात्‌। न चैतदेवम्‌ । तस्मान्न वेषमिकत्वम्‌। यस्माच्च 
बैषमिकत्वं न संभवतीदं वचनमशून्यं शेषा: पुनः सर्वभावाः शून्या इति, तस्मादस्माभि- 
विशेषहेतुनं वक्तन्योऽनेन हेतुनेदं वचनमशून्यं सर्वभावाः पुनः शून्या इति । तत्र यद्धव- 
чт वादहानिस्ते वैषमिकत्वं च विशेषहेतुरच त्वया वक्तव्य इति तन्न d 

यत्पुनर्भवतोवतम्‌ 


मा झब्दवदित्येतत्स्यात्ते बुद्धिन॑ चँतदृपपन्नम्‌ । 
Feed छात्र सता भविष्यतो वारणं तस्य ।। इति 


अत्र ब्रूमः। 
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मा शब्दवदिति नायं दृष्टान्तो यस्त्वया समारव्ध: 1! 
शब्देन तच्च शाब्दस्य वारणं नैवमेवैतत्‌ MURAI 


नाप्ययमस्माकं दृष्टान्तः 1 यथा कश्चिन्‌ मा शब्दं कार्षीरिति ब्रुवत्‌ शब्दमेव करोति 
शब्दं च प्रतिषेधयति, तद्वत्‌ तच्छून्यं वचनं न शून्यतां प्रतिषेधयति। कि कारणम्‌। 
अत्र हिं दृष्टान्ते शब्देन शब्दस्य व्यावतेनं क्रियते | न चैतदेवम्‌ । वयं ब्रूमो निःस्वभावाः 
सर्वभावा निःस्वभावत्वाच्छून्या इति। कि कारणम्‌। 


नैःस्वाभाव्यानां चेन्नैःस्वाभाव्येन वारणं यदि हि। 
नैःस्वाभाव्यनिवृत्तौ स्वाभाव्यं हि प्रसिद्धं स्यात्‌ UREN 


यथा मा शब्दं कार्षीरिति शब्देनं शब्दस्य व्यावर्तनं कियते, एवं यदि नैःस्वाभाव्येन 
वचनेन नैःस्वाभाव्यानां भावानां व्यावर्तनं क्रियते ततोऽयं दृष्टान्त उपपन्नः स्यात्‌ । 
इह तु नैःस्वाभाव्येन वचनेन भावानां स्वभावप्रतिषेधः क्रियते। यदि नैःस्वाभाव्येन 
वचनेन भावानां नैःस्वाभाव्यप्रतिषेधः क्रियते नैःस्वाभाव्यप्रतिषिद्धत्वादेव भावाः 
` सस्वभावा भवेयुः | सस्वभावत्वादशून्याः स्युः। शून्यतां च वयं भावानामाचक्ष्महे 
नाझून्यतामित्यदृष्टान्त एवायमिति | 


अथवा नि्मितकायां यथा स्त्रियां स्त्रीयमित्यसद्ग्राहम्‌ 11 
निमितकः प्रतिहन्यात्‌ कस्यचिदेवं भवेदेतत्‌ ।।२७।। 


अथवा यथा कस्यचित्पुरुषस्य निमितकायां स्त्रियां स्वभावशून्यायां परमार्थतः 
्त्रीयमित्यसद्ग्राहः स्यात्‌ , एवं तस्यां तेनासद्ग्राहेन स रागमुत्पादयेत्‌। तथागतेनः 
वा तथागतश्रावकेण वा नि्मितको निमितकः स्यात्‌ । तथागताधिष्ठानेन वा तथागत- 
श्रावकाधिष्ठानेन वा स तस्य तमसद्ग्राहं विनिवतंयेत्‌। एवमेव निमितकोपमेन 
` शून्येन मद्वचनेन निमितकस्त्रीसहरेषु सर्वभावेषु निःस्वभावेषु योऽयं स्वभावग्राहः स 
निवर्त्यते | तस्मादयमत्र दृष्टान्तः शून्यताप्रसाधनं प्रत्युपपद्यमानो नेतरः। 
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अथवा साध्यसमोध्यं हेतुं हि विद्यते saq: सत्ता ॥। 
संव्यवहारं च वयं नानम्युपगम्य PAT: 11511 


मा शंब्दवदिति साध्यसम एवायं 89:1 कस्मात्‌ । सर्वभावानां नैःस्वाभाव्येना- 
बिशिष्टत्वात्‌ | न हि तस्य ध्वनेः प्रतीत्यसमुत्पननत्वात्‌ स्वभावसत्ता विद्यते 1 तस्याः 
स्वभावसत्ताया अविद्यमानत्वाद्यदुक्तं शब्देन ह्यत्र सता भविष्यतो वारणं तस्येति 
तद्न्याहन्यते । | 

अपि च न वयं व्यवहारसत्यमनम्युपगम्य व्यवहारसत्यं प्रत्याख्याय कथयामः शून्याः 
aima इति। न हि व्यवहारसत्यमनागम्य शक्या धमंदेशना कर्तुम्‌ । यथोक्तं- 

व्यवहारमनाश्रित्य परमार्थो न देश्यते । 
- परमार्थमनागम्य निर्वाणं नाधिगम्यत | इति 

तस्मान्मद्वचनवच्छूंत्याः सर्वभावाः सर्वभावानां च निःस्वभावत्वमुभयथोपपद्यमा- 

नमिति। 


यत्पुनंभवतोक्‍तम्‌ 


प्रतिषेधप्रतिषेधोऽप्येवमिति मतं भवेत्‌ तदसदेव। 

एवं तव प्रतिज्ञा लक्षणतो दूष्यते न मम ॥ इति 
अत्र ब्रूमः। _ 

यदि काचन प्रतिज्ञा स्यान्मे तत एष मे भवेद्दोषः। 

नास्ति च मम प्रतिज्ञा तस्मान्नैवास्ति मे दोष: NREN 


यदि च काचन मम प्रतिज्ञा स्यात्‌ ततो मम प्रतिज्ञालक्षणप्राप्तत्वात्ूर्वंको दोषो 
यथा त्वयोक्तस्तथा मम स्यात्‌। न मम काचिदस्ति प्रतिज्ञा। तस्मात्‌ सर्वभावेषु 
शूनयेष्वत्यन्तोपशात्तेषु प्रक्कतिविविक्तेषु कुतः प्रतिज्ञा | कुतः प्रतिज्ञालक्षणप्राप्तिः | 
कुतः प्रतिज्ञालक्षणप्राप्तिकृतो दोष: 1 

तत्र यद्भवतोक्तं तव प्रतिज्ञालक्षणप्राप्तत्वात्तवैव दोष इति तन्न। 

egerit 


srs 
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प्रत्यक्षेण हि तावद्यद्युपलम्य विनिवर्त॑यसि भावान्‌। 
तन्नास्ति प्रत्यक्षं भावा येनोपलभ्यन्ते 11 


अनुमानं प्रत्युक्तं प्रत्यक्षेणागमोपमाने च। 
अनुमानागमसाध्या येऽर्था दुष्टान्तसाघ्याइच 11 इति 
अत्र वयं ब्रूमः। 


यदि किञ्चिदुपलभेय प्रवर्तयेयं निवर्तयेयं वा। 
प्रत्यक्षा दिभिरथेस्तदभावान्मेऽनुपालम्भः 113011 


यद्यहं किञ्चिदर्थमुपलभेय प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानागमैरचलुभिः प्रमाणैशचतुर्णा वा 
प्रमाणानामन्यतमेन, अत оч яа ат निवतंयेयं वा । यतोऽर्थमेवाहं कञ्चिन्नो- 
पलभे तस्मान्न प्रवतँयामि न निवतंयामि। ` 

तत्रैवं सति यो भवतोपालम्भ उक्तो यदि प्रत्यक्षादीनां प्रमाणानामन्यतमेनोपलभ्य 
भावान्विनिवतंयसि ननु तानि प्रमाणानि न सन्ति, तैश्च प्रमाणैरपि गम्या अर्था न 
सन्तीति स मे भवत्येवानुपालम्भः। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


यदि च प्रमाणतस्ते' तेषां तेषां प्रसिद्धिरर्थानाम्‌। 
तेषां पुनः प्रसिद्धि ब्रूहि कथं ते प्रमाणानाम्‌ 11381 


यदि च प्रमाणतस्तेषां तेषामर्थानां प्रमेयाणां प्रसिद्धि मन्यसे यथा मानैमेयानाम्‌ , 
तेषामिदानीं प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानागमानां चतुर्णा प्रमाणानां कुतः प्रसिद्धिः। यदि 


तावन्निष्प्रमाणानां प्रमाणानां स्यात्रसिद्धि:, प्रमाणतोऽर्थानां प्रसिद्धिरिति हीयते 
प्रतिज्ञा। तथापि। 


adaa प्रमाणैः प्रमाणसिद्धिभेवेत्तदनवस्था। 


afa HAJI प्रमाणे: प्रमेयाणां प्रसिद्धिस्तेषां प्रमाणानामन्येः प्रमाणैः प्रसि द्विरेव- 
मनवस्थाप्रसंगः | अनवस्थाप्रसङ्गे को दोषः। 
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m: सिद्धिस्तत्रास्ति नैव मध्यस्य नात्त्यस्य RR 


अनवस्थाप्रसङ्ग आदे: सिद्धिर्नास्ति। कि कारणम्‌। तेषामपि हि प्रमाणानामन्यैः 
प्रमाणैः प्रसिद्धिस्तेषामन्यैरिति तास्त्यादिः। आदेरसद्भावात्‌ कुतो मध्यं कुतोऽन्तः। 
तस्मात्तेषां प्रमाणानामन्यैः प्रमाणैः प्रसिद्धिरिति यदुक्तं तन्नोपपद्यत इति 1 


तेषामथ प्रमाणेविना प्रसिद्धिविहीयते are: 11 
वैषमिकत्वं तस्मिन्‌ विश्येषहेतुद्च वक्तव्यः 11331! 


अथ मन्यसे तेषां प्रमाणानां विना प्रमाणैः प्रसिद्धिः, प्रमेयाणां पुनरर्थानां प्रमाणैः 
प्रसिद्धिरिति, एवं सति यस्ते वादः प्रमाणैः प्रसिंद्धिरर्थानाम्‌ इति स हीयते। वैषमिकत्वं 
= भवति केषांचिदर्थानां प्रमाण: प्रसिद्धिः केषाञ्िन्नेति। विशेषहेतुरुच वक्तव्यो येन 
हेतुना केषांचिदर्थानां प्रमाणे: प्रसिद्धिः केषांचिन्नेति। स च नोपदिष्टः। तस्मादिय- 
मपि कल्पना नोपपन्नेति। 


अत्राह | प्रमाणान्येव स्वात्मानं परात्मानञ्च प्रसाधयन्ति। यथोक्तं 


द्योतयति स्वात्मानं यथा हुताशस्तथा परात्मानम्‌। 
स्वपरात्मानावेवं प्रसाधयन्ति प्रमाणानि ॥ इति 


यथारिनिः स्वात्मानं परात्मानञ्च प्रकाशयति तथैव प्रमाणानि प्रसाधयन्ति स्वात्मानं 
परात्मानञ्चेति। 


अत्रोच्यते 


विषमोपन्यासोऽयं न ह्यात्मानं प्रकाशयत्यग्निः 11 
न fg तस्यानुपलब्धिदृंष्टा तमसीव कुम्भस्य ।।३४।। 


विषम एवोपन्यासोऽग्निवत्‌ प्रमाणानि स्वात्मानञ्च प्रसाधयन्ति परात्मानञ्च 
भ्रसाधयन्तीति। न ह्यग्निरात्मानं प्रकाशयति। यथा प्रागेवाग्निनाऽप्रकाशितस्तमसिं 
कुम्भो नोपलम्यतेऽथोत्तरकालमुपलम्यतेऽग्निना प्रकाशित: सन्‌ , एवमेव यद्यप्रकाशिपः 
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प्रागरिनस्तमसि स्यादुत्तरकालमग्नेः प्रकाशनं स्यात्‌ , अतः स्वात्मानं प्रकाशयत्‌। न 
चैतदेवम्‌ । तस्मादियमपि कल्पना नोपपद्यत इति। 


किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


यदि च स्वात्मानमयं त्वद्वचनेन प्रकाशयत्यग्निः। 
परमिव नन्वात्मानं परिघक्ष्यत्यपि чт: NAWU 


यदि च त्वद्दचनेन यथा परात्मानं प्रकादायत्यग्निरेवमेव स्वात्मानमपि प्रकाशयति, 
ननु यथा परात्मानं दहत्येवमेव स्वात्मानमपि घक्ष्यति। न चैतदेवम्‌ । तत्र यदुक्तं 
परात्मानमिव स्वात्मानमपि प्रकादायत्यग्निरिति तन्न। 


यदि च स्वपरात्मानौ त्वद्नचनेन प्रकाशयत्यरिनिः 11 
प्रच्छादयिष्यति तमः स्वपरात्मानौ हुताश इव 11311 


यदि च भवतो मतेन स्वपरात्मानौ प्रकाशयत्यग्निः, नन्विदानीं तत्प्रतिपक्षभूतं 
तमोऽपि स्वपरात्मानौ छादयेत्‌ p न चैतद्‌ दृष्टम्‌ । तत्र यदुक्तं स्वपरात्मानौ प्रकाशय- 


त्यग्निरिति «=! 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ । 


नास्ति तमश्च ज्वलने यत्र च तिष्ठति परात्मनि ज्वलन: ॥ 
कुरुते कथं प्रकारां स हि प्रकाशोऽन्धकारवधः ।।३७।। 


इह चाग्नौ नास्ति तमो नापि च यत्रा्निस्तत्रास्ति qq: प्रकाशश्च नाम तमसः 
प्रतिघातः । यस्माच्चाग्नौ नास्ति तमो नापि च यत्रास्निस्तत्रास्ति तमः, तत्र कस्य 
तमसः प्रतिघातमग्निः करोति यस्य प्रतिघातादग्निः स्वपरात्मानौ प्रकाशयतीति। 

अत्राह | ननु यस्मादेवं नाग्नौ तमोऽस्ति नापि यत्राग्निस्तत्र तमोऽस्ति, तस्मादेव 
स्वपरात्मानौ न प्रकाशयत्यर्निः, कुतः । तेन ह्युत्पद्यमानेनेवाग्निना तमसः प्रतिघातः। 
तस्मान्नाग्नौ तमोऽस्ति नापि यत्राग्निस्तत्र तमोऽस्ति यस्मादुत्पद्यमान एवोभयं प्रकाशय्‌- 
afa: स्वात्मानं परात्मानंचेति। अत्रोच्यते । 
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उत्पद्यमान एव प्रकाशयत्यग्निरित्यसद्वाद: |i 
उत्पद्यमान एव प्राप्तोति तमो न हि हुताशः ।॥३८।। 


अयमन्निरुत्पद्यमान एव प्रकाशयति स्वात्मानं परात्मानं चेति नायमुपपद्यते वाद: । 
कस्मात्‌ | नह्मत्पद्यमान एवाग्निस्तमः प्राप्नोति, अप्राप्तत्वान्नैवोपहन्ति तमसर्चा- 
नुपघातान्नास्ति प्रकाशः। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


अप्राप्तोऽपि ज्वलनो यदि वा पुनरन्धकारमुपहन्यात्‌ 11 
aay लोकधातुषु तमोऽयमिह संस्थितो हन्यात्‌ Wed 


अथापि मन्यसेऽ्राप्तोप्यरितिरन्धकारमुपहन्तीति नन्विदानीमिह संस्थितोऽर्निः सर्वे- 
लोकधातुस्थमुपहनिष्यति तमस्तुल्यायामप्राप्तौ | न चैतदेवं दृष्टंम्‌। तस्मादप्राप्यैवा- - 
ग्निरन्धकारमुपहन्तीति यदिष्टं तन्न। 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 


यदि स्वतश्च प्रमाणसिद्धिरनपेक्ष्य तव प्रमेयाणि॥ 
भवति प्रमाणसिद्धिनं परापेक्षा .स्वतः सिद्धिः ।।४०।। 


यदि चाग्निवत्‌ स्वतः प्रमाणसिद्विरिति मन्यसे, अनपेक्ष्यापि.प्रमेयानर्थान्‌ प्रमाणानां 
प्रसिद्धिभविष्यति । कि कारणंम्‌ । न हि स्वतः सिद्धिः परमपेक्षते। अथापेक्षते न 
स्वतः सिद्धि: अत्राह यदि नक्षन्ते प्रमेयानर्थान्‌ प्रमाणानि को दोषो भविष्यतीति। 
अत्रोच्यते । 


अनपेक्ष्य हि प्रमेयानर्थान्‌ यदि ते प्रमाणसिद्धिरिति॥ 
न भवन्ति कस्यचिदेवमिमानि .तानि प्रमाणानि ।।४१।। 


यदि प्रमेयानर्थातनपेक्ष्य प्रसिद्धिभवति प्रमाणानामित्येवं तानीमानि प्रमाणानि न 
कस्यचित्‌ प्रमाणानि भवन्ति। एवं दोषः। अथ कस्यचिद्भवन्ति प्रमाणाति नेवे- 
दानीमनपेक्य प्रमेयातर्थान्‌ प्रमाणानि भवन्ति। 
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अथ मतमपेक्ष्य सिद्धिस्तेषामित्यत्र भवति को दोष: 1 
सिद्धस्य साधनं स्यान्नासिद्धोऽपेक्षते ह्यन्यत्‌ ।॥४२॥ 


अथापि मतमपेक्ष्य प्रमेयानर्थान्‌ प्रमाणानां सिद्धिर्भवतीति, एवं सिद्धस्य प्रमाण- 
चतुष्टयस्य साधनं жайт! कि कारणम्‌। न ह्मसिदस्यार्थस्यापेक्षणं भवति। न 
ह्यसिद्धो देवदत्तः कंचिदर्थमपेक्षते। न च सिद्धस्य साधनभिष्टं कृतस्य कारणानुप- 
पत्तेरिति। ` 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
सिध्यन्ति हि प्रमेयाण्यपेक्ष्य यदि सर्वथा प्रमाणानि॥ 
भवति प्रमेयसिद्धिनपिक्ष्मैव प्रमाणानि।४३॥। 


यदि प्रमेयाण्यपेक्ष्य प्रमाणानि सिध्यन्ति नेदानीं प्रमाणान्यपेकष्य प्रमेयाणि सिध्यन्ति 
कि कारण म्‌। न हि साध्यं साधनं साधयति साधनानि च किल प्रमेयाणां 
प्रमाणानि । किञ्चान्यत्‌ 1 


यदि च प्रमेयसिद्धिनपिक्ष्येव भवति प्रमाणानि | 
कि ते प्रमाणसिद्धया तानि यदर्थं प्रसिद्धं तत्‌ NYEN 
यदि च मन्यसेऽनपेकष्यैव प्रमाणानि प्रमेयाणां प्रसिद्धि्भवतीति किमिदानीं ते प्रमाण 
सिद्ध्या पर्यन्विष्टया । कि कारणम्‌ । यदर्थं हि तानि प्रमाणानि पर्यन्विष्येरन्‌ ते प्रमेया 
अर्था विनापि प्रमाणैः सिद्धाः। तत्र कि प्रमाणैः कृत्यम्‌ 1 


अथ तु -प्रमाणसिद्धिर्भवत्यपेक्ष्यैव ते प्रमेयाणि। 
व्यत्यय एवं सति ते धरुवं प्रमाणप्रमेयाणाम्‌ 11411 


अथापि मन्यसेश्पेक्ष्यैव प्रमेयानर्थान्‌ प्रमाणानि भवन्तीति मा भूपूर्वोक्तदाष इति 
कृत्वा, एवं ते सति व्यत्ययः प्रमाणप्रमेयाणां भवति । प्रमाणानि ते प्रमेयाणि भवन्ति 
प्रमेये: साधितत्वात्‌ । प्रमेयाणि च प्रमाणानि भवन्ति प्रमाणानां साधकत्वात्‌ । 


अथ ते प्रमाणसिद्धया प्रमेयसिद्धिः ्रमेयसिद्या ЕЯ 
भवति प्रमाणसिद्धिनस्त्युभयस्यापि ते सिद्धि: ॥४६॥ 
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अथ मन्यसे प्रमाणसिद्धया प्रमेयसिद्धिर्भवति प्रमाणापेक्षत्वात्‌ प्रमेयसिद्धया च 
प्रमाणसिद्धिभंवति प्रमेयापेक्षत्वादिति, एवं ते सत्युभयस्यापि सिद्धिने भवति। कि 
कारणम्‌ | 
सिध्यन्ति हि प्रमाणेयंदि प्रमेयाणि तानि तैरेव ॥। 
साध्यानि च प्रमेयैस्तातिथं साधयिष्यन्ति ।४७।। 


यदि हि प्रमाणैः प्रमेयाणि सिध्यन्ति तानि च प्रमाणानि तरेव प्रमेये: साघयितव्यानि 
नन्वसिद्धेषु प्रमेयेषु कारणस्यासिद्धत्वादसिद्धानि कथं साधयिष्यन्ति प्रमेयाणि | 


सिध्यन्ति च प्रमेयैर्यदि प्रमाणानि तानि dis 
साध्यानि च प्रमाणँस्तानि कथं साधयिष्यन्ति ।।४८।। 


यदि च प्रमेये: प्रमाणानि सिध्यन्ति तानि च प्रमेयाणि तैरेव प्रमाणैः साधयितव्यानि 
नन्वसिद्धेषु प्रमाणेषु कारणस्यासिद्धत्वादसिद्धानि कथं साधयिष्यन्ति प्रमाणानि 1 


पित्रा wear: पुत्रो यदि तेन चेव TATI 
उत्पाद्यः स यदि पिता वद तत्रोत्पादयति कः कम्‌ ।।४६॥। 


यथापि नाम करिचद्‌ बूयात्पित्रा पुत्र उत्पादनीयः सच पिता तेनैव पुत्रेणोत्पादनीय 
इति, तत्रेदानीं ae केन क उत्पादयितव्य इति | तथैव खलु भवान्‌ ब्रवीति प्रमाणैः 
भ्रमेयाणि साधयितव्यानि तान्येव च पुनः प्रमाणानि तैरेव प्रमेयैरिति, तत्रेदानीं ते 
“कतमैः कतमानि साधयितव्यानि। 


कश्च पिता कः पुत्रस्तत्र त्वं बूहि तावुभावपिच। 
पितापुत्रलक्षणघरौ यतो भवति AAR: Yol 


तयोइच पूर्वोपदिष्टयोः पितापुत्रयोः कतरः पुत्रः कतरः पिता। उभावपि तावुत्पा 


दकत्वात्‌ पितृलक्षणधरावुत्पाद्यत्वाच्च पुत्रलक्षणधरौ। अत्र नः संदेहो भवति कतरस्त- 
त्रपिता कतरः पुत्र इति। एवमेव यान्येतानि भवतःप्रमाणप्रमेयाणि तत्र कतराणि 


२ faq गाए? 
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प्रमाणानि कतराणि प्रमेयाणि । उभयान्यपि ह्येतानि साधकत्वात्‌ प्रमाणानि साध्यत्वात्‌ 
प्रमेयाणि। अत्र नः संदेहो भवति कतराण्यंत्र प्रमाणानि कतराणि प्रमेयाणीति। 


नैव स्वतः प्रसिद्धिने परस्परतः qunm II 
न भवति न च प्रमेयैने चाप्यकस्मातू प्रमाणानाम्‌ UA EU 


न स्वतः प्रसिद्धि: प्रत्यक्षस्य तेनैव प्रत्यक्षेण, अनुमानस्य तेनैवानुमानेनं, उपमानस्य 
तेनैवोपमानेन, आगमस्य तेनैवागमेन। नापि परस्परतः प्रत्यक्षस्यानुमानोपमानागमेः 
अनुमानस्य प्रत्यक्षोपमानागमैः, उपमानस्य प्रत्यक्षानुमानागमैः, आगमस्य प्रत्यक्षानु- 
मानोपमानैः नापि प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानागमानामन्यँः प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमागमर्यथास्वम्‌ | 


नापि प्रमेयैः समस्तव्यस्तैः स्वविषयपरविषयसंगृहीतैः। नाप्यकस्मात्‌। नापि 
समुच्चयेनैतेषां कारणानां पूर्वो हदिष्टानां विशत्रिशच्चत्वारिशत्षट्विशते(१)वा । तत्र 
यदुक्तं प्रमाणाधिगम्यत्वात्‌ प्रमेयाणां भावानां सन्ति च ते प्रमेया भावास्तानि च प्रमा- 
णानि यैस्ते प्रमाणैः प्रमेयाभावाः समधिगता इति तन्न। यत्पुर्नेभवतोक्तम्‌ । 


कुशलानां धर्माणां धर्मावस्थाविदश्च मन्यन्ते ॥। 


कुशलं जनाः स्वभावं शेषेष्वप्येष विनियोग ।। इति 
अत्र ब्रूम: । 
` कुशलानां धर्माणां धर्मावस्थाविदो ब्रुवन्ति युदि ॥ 
कुशलं स्वभावमेवं प्रविभागेनाभिधेयः स्यात्‌ WA 


कुशलानां घर्माणां धर्मावस्थाविदः कुशलं स्वभावं मन्यन्ते। स च भवता प्रविभागे- 
नोपदेष्टव्यः स्यात्‌ । अयं स कुशलः स्वभाव: | इमे ते कुशला धर्मा: । इदं तत्कुशलं 
विज्ञानम्‌ । अयं स कुशलविज्ञानस्वभावः। एवं чачта न चैतदेवं дең! 
तस्मादुक्तं यथास्वमुपदिष्टः स्वभावो धर्माणामिति तन्न। 

किव्न्चान्यत्‌.। 


यदि च प्रतीत्य कुशलः स्वभाव उत्पद्यते स कुशलाताम्‌ | 
घर्माणां परभावः स्वभाव एवं कथं भवति ॥५३॥ 
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यदि च कुशलानां धर्माणां स्वभावो हेतुप्रत्ययसामग्री प्रतीत्योत्पद्यते स परभावादु- 
«чч: कुशलानां धर्माणां कथं स्वभावो भवति। एवमेवाकुशषलभ्रभूतीनाम्‌। तत्र 
यदुक्तं कुशलानाम्‌ धर्माणां कुशल: स्वभावोऽप्युपदिष्टः, एवमकुशलादीनां 
चाकुशलादिरिति तन्न । 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
अथ न प्रतीत्य किञ्चित्‌ स्वभाव उत्पद्यते स कुदालानाम्‌ l! 
धर्माणामेवं स्याद्वासो न ब्रह्मचर्यस्य ।। ५४।। 


अथ मन्यसे न किञ्चित्रतीत्य कुशलानां धर्माणां कुशलः स्वभाव उत्पद्यते, एवम- 
कुवालानां घर्माणामकुशलः, अव्याकृतानामव्याकृत इति, एवम्‌ सत्यब्रह्मचयंवासो 
भवति। कि कारणम्‌। प्रतीत्यसमुत्पादस्य ह्येवं सति प्रत्याख्यानं भवति । प्रतीत्य- 
समुत्पादस्य प्रत्याख्यानात्‌ प्रतीत्यसमुत्पाददशंन प्रत्याख्यानं भवति । न ह्यविद्यमानस्य 
'्रतीत्यसमुत्पादस्य दर्शेनमुपपद्यमानं भवति। असति प्रतीत्यसमुत्पाददर्शने धं दर्शनं 
न भवति। उक्तं हि भगवता यो हि भिक्षवः प्रतीत्यसमृत्पादं परयति स धर्म पश्यतीति | 
धमंद्शनाभावाद्‌ ब्रह्मचर्यंवासाभावः। | 

अथवा प्रतीत्यसमुत्पादप्रत्याख्यानाद्‌ दु:खसमुदयप्रत्याख्यानं भवति । प्रतीत्यसमु- 
त्पादो हि दुःखस्य समुदयः। दु:खसमुदयस्य प्रत्याख्यानाद्‌ दुःखप्रत्याख्यानं भवति | 
असति हि समुदये THA दुःख समुदेष्यति । दु:खप्रत्याल्यानात्‌ समुदयप्रत्याख्यानाच्च 
दुःखनिरोधस्य प्रत्याख्यान॑ भवति असति हि दुःखसमुदये कस्य प्रह्मणान्निरोधो 
सविष्यति। (दुःखनिरोधप्रत्याख्यानान्मागंस्य प्रत्याख्यानं भवति) । असति हि दुःख- 
निरोध कस्य प्राप्तये मार्गो भविष्यति दुःखनिरोधगामी। एवं चतुर्णामार्यसत्यानाम- 
माव: | तेषामभावाच्छामण्यफलाभाव: | सत्यदर्शनाच्छामण्यफलानि हि समधि- 
गम्यन्ते | श्रामण्यफलानामभावादब्रह्मचय॑वास॒ इति । 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | i 


नाघर्मो धर्मो वा संव्यवहाराइच लौकिका न स्युः ।। 
fama सस्वभावाः स्युनित्यत्वादहेतुमतः ।।५५।। 
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एवं सति प्रतीत्य समुत्पाद॑ प्रत्याचक्षाणस्य भवतः को दोषः प्रसज्यते। धर्मो न 

भवति | अधर्मो न भवति । संव्यवहाराश्च लौकिका न भवन्ति। कि कारणम्‌ | 

प्रतीव्यसमुत्पन्न॑ @асчана प्रतीत्यसमुत्पादे कुतो भविष्यति | अपि च सस्वभावो- 

श्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्नो निहेंतुको नित्यः स्यात्‌ । कि कारणम्‌। निहेतुका हि भावा नित्या: 1 

स एव चाब्रह्मचर्यवास: प्रसज्येत | स्वसिद्धान्वविरोधरच । कि कारणम्‌। अनित्या 
हिं भगवता सर्वसंस्कारा निदिष्टा:। ते सस्वभावनित्यत्वान्नित्या हि भवन्ति। 


एवमकुशलेष्वव्याकृतेषु नैर्याणिकादिषु च दोष: 11 
तस्मात्सवं sess ते भवत्येव ।।५६।। 


यश्चैष कुशलेषु धर्मेषु निदिष्टः कल्पः स एवाकुशलेषु, स एवाव्याङृतेषु, स एव 
नैर्याणिकप्रभृतिषु । तस्मात्ते सर्वमिदं संस्कृतमसंस्कृतं संपद्यते| कि कारणम्‌। हतौ 
ह्यसत्युत्पादस्थितिभंगा न भवन्ति। उत्पादस्थितिभंगेष्वसत्सु संस्कृतलक्षणाभावात्‌ 
ad संस्कृतमसंस्कृतं संपद्यते | तत्र यदुक्तं कुशलादीनां भावानां स्वभावसङद्भावाद- 
शून्याः «атат इति तन्न। यत्युनभवतोक्तं 


यदि च न भवेत्स्वभावो धर्माणां निःस्वमाव इत्येव । 

नामापि भेवेन्नैवं नाम fe निर्वस्तुकं नास्ति ॥ 
अत्र 99:1 

यः सद्भूतं नामात्र ब्रूयात्सस्वभाव इत्येवम्‌ । 

भवता प्रतिवक्तव्यो नाम ब्रूमश्च नं ай तत्‌ ॥ ५७॥ 


यो नामात्र सदभूतं बरूयात्सस्वभाव इति स भवता प्रतिवक्तव्यः स्यात्‌ । यस्य 
सद्भूत नाम स्वभावस्य तस्मात्तेनापि स्वभावेन सद्भूतेन भवितव्यम्‌। न ह्मसदृभूतस्य 
स्वभावस्य सदूभूतं नाम भवतीति। न पुनर्वयं नाम सदुभूतं qud तदपि हि भावस्व- 
भावस्याभावान्ञाम निःस्वभाम्‌, तस्माच्छूत्यम्‌ , शून्यत्वादसद्भूतम्‌ 1 तत्र यद्भवतोक्त। 
नामसद्भावात्‌ सदुभूतः स्वभाव इति तन्न। 

किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
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नामासदिति च यदिदं तत्कि नु सतो भवत्युताप्यसत: lA 
यदि हि सतो यद्यसतो द्विधापि ते हीयते 914: 15511 


यच्चैतन्नामासदिति तत्कि सतोऽसतो वा । यदि हि सतस्तन्नाम यद्यसत उभयथापि 
प्रतिज्ञा हीयते | तत्र यदि तावत्सतो नामासदिति प्रतिज्ञा हीयते। न हीदानीं तदस- 
दिदानीं सत्‌ । अथासतोऽसदिति नाम, असदुभूतस्य नाम न भवति। तस्माद्या प्रतिज्ञा 
नाम्नः सद्भूतः स्वभाव इति सा हीना। 

किञ्चान्यात्‌ | 


सर्वेषां भावानां शून्यत्वं चोपपादितं पूर्वम्‌। 
. स उपालम्मस्तस्माद्‌ भवत्ययं चाप्रतिज्ञायाः।।५६।। 


इह . चास्माभिः पूर्वमेव सवेषां भावानां विस्तरतः शून्यत्वमुपपादितम्‌ । तत्र 
भ्राङनाम्नोऽपि शून्यत्वमुक्तम्‌ | स भवानशून्यत्वं परिगृह्य परिवृत्तो वक्तुं यदि भावानां 
स्वभावो न स्यादस्वभाव इति नामापीदं न स्यादिति तस्मादप्रतिज्ञोपालम्भोऽयं भवतः 
संपद्यते। न हिं वयं नाम सद्भूतमिति ब्रूमः। 
यत्पुनर्भवतोक्तम्‌ 
अथ विद्यते स्वभावः स च धर्माणां न विद्यते तस्मात्‌ | 
धमैविना स्वभावः यस्य तयुक्तमुपदेष्टुम्‌ ।। इति 


अत्र ब्रूमः 
अथ विद्यते स्वभावः स च धर्माणां न विद्यत इतीदम्‌ ।। 


आशङ्कितं यदुक्तं भवत्यनार्शाङ्कितं तच्च 116011 
न हि वयं धर्माणां स्वभावं ्रतिषेधयामो धर्मविनिर्मुक्तस्य वा कस्यचिदर्थस्य 
स्वभावमम्युपगच्छामः। नन्वेवं सति य उपालम्भो भवतो यदि घर्मा निःस्वभावाः 
कस्य खल्विदानीमन्यस्यार्थस्य घर्मविनिर्मुक्तस्य स्वभावो भवति स युक्तमुपदेष्टुमिति 
दुरापकृष्टमेवैतद्भवति, उपालम्भो न भवति। 
यत्पुनर्भवतोक्तं 
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सत एव प्रतिषेधो नास्ति घटो गेह इत्ययं यस्मात्‌ | 
दृष्टः प्रतिषेधोऽयं सतः स्वभावस्य ते तस्मात्‌ 1! इति 
अत्र 99:1 
सत एव प्रतिषेधो यदि शून्यत्वं ननु प्रसिद्धमिदम्‌ ॥ 
प्रतिषेधयते हि भवान्‌ भावानां निःस्वभावत्वम्‌ ।।६१।। 
यदि सत एव प्रतिषेधो भवति नासतो भवांश्च सर्वभावानां निःस्वभावत्वं प्रतिषेधः 
यति, नन्‌ प्रसिद्धं सर्वभावानां निःस्वभावत्वम्‌ | त्वद्वचनेन प्रतिषेधसद्भावान्‌ निःस्व- 
भावत्वस्थ च सर्वभावानां प्रतिषिद्धत्वात्‌ प्रसिद्धा शून्यता। 
प्रतिषेधयसेऽथ त्वं शून्यत्वं तच्च नास्ति शून्यत्वम्‌ 11 
प्रतिषेधः सत इति ते नन्वेष विहीयते are: gai 
अथ प्रतिषेधयसि त्वं सर्वभावानां निःस्वभावत्वं शून्यत्वं नास्ति तच्च शून्यत्वम्‌, या 
तहि ते प्रतिज्ञा सतः प्रतिषेधो भवति नासत इति सा हीना | 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | i 


प्रतिषेधयामि नाहं किञ्चित्‌ प्रतिषेध्यमस्ति न च किञ्चित्‌ 11. 
तस्मात्प्रतिषेधयसीत्यधिलय एष त्वया क्रियते।।६३॥ 


यद्यहं किंञ्चित्प्रतिषेधयामि ततस्तदपि त्वया युक्तमेव वक्तु स्यात्‌। न चेवाहं 
किञ्चत्‌ प्रतिषेधयामि, यस्मान्न किञ्चित्प्रतिषेद्धव्यमस्ति। तस्माच्छून्येषु सर्वभावे- 
ध्वविद्यमाने प्रतिषेष्ये प्रतिषेघे च प्रतिषेधयसीत्येष त्वया प्रस्तुतोऽधिलयः क्रित इति t 
यत्पुनर्भवतोक्तम्‌ 1 ; 


अथ नास्ति स स्वभावः कि नु प्रतिषिध्यते त्वयानेन। 
वचनेनतें बचनात्रतिषेधः सिध्यति (१) ह्यसत इति ॥ 


अत्र 99:1 
१ सिद्ययते (JK) 
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यच्चाहर्ते वचनादसतः प्रतिषेधवचनासिद्धिरिति 1! 
अत्र ज्ञापयते वागसदिति तन्न तच्च न प्रति निहन्ति ।। ६४।। 


यच्च भवान्‌ ब्रवीति, ऋतेऽपि वचनादसतः प्रतिषेधः प्रसिद्धः, तत्र किं निःस्वभावाः 
सर्वभावा इत्येतत्त्वद्वचनं करोतीति, अत्र ब्रूम:। निःस्वभावाः सर्वभावा इत्येतत्खलु 
वचन न निःस्वभावानेव «ятата, करोति। Fg असति स्वभावे भावा निःस्वभावा 
ति ज्ञापयति। तद्यथा करिचद ब्रूयादविद्यमानगृहे देवदत्तेऽस्ति गृहे देवदत्त इति। 
तत्रैनं कङ्चित्रतिब्र्यान्‌ नास्तीति । न तद्वचनं Зачет та करोति कितु ज्ञापयति 
केबलमसंभवं गृहे देवदत्तस्य । तद्वन्नास्ति स्वभावो भावानामित्येतद्घचनं न भावानां 
निःस्वभावत्वं करोति किंतु सर्वभावेषु स्वभावस्याभावं ज्ञापयति। तत्र यद्भवतोक्तं 
किमसति स्वभावे नास्ति स्वभाव इत्येतद्वचनं करोति, ऋतेऽपि वचनात्‌ प्रसिद्ध: स्वभा- 


वस्याभाव इति तन्न यक्तम्‌ । 
अन्यच्च । 
बालानामिव मिथ्या मुगतृष्णायां यथा जलग्राह:। 


एवं मिथ्याग्राहः स्यात्ते प्रतिषेधतो ह्यसतः 1 
इत्यादयो या पुनश्चतस्रो गाथा भवतोक्ता अत्र TA: | 


मृगतृष्णादुष्टान्ते यः पुनरुक्तस्त्वया महांश्चर्चः॥। 
तत्रापि निर्णयं эд] यथा स॒ दृष्टान्त उपपन्नः ।।६५।। 


य एष त्वया मृगतृष्णादुष्टान्ते महांश्चर्च उक्तस्तत्रापि यो निर्णयः स श्रूयतां यथोप- 


पन्न एष दृष्टान्तो भवति। 


यदि स्वभावतः स्याद्‌ ग्राहो न स्यात्प्रतीत्य संभूतः 1 
дач प्रतीत्य भवति ग्राहो ननु शून्यता सैव।।६६।। 
यदि मुगतृष्णायां स यथा जलग्राहं: स्वभावतः स्यान्न स्यात्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्नः यतो 


मृगतृष्णाञ्न्च प्रतीत्य विपरीतञ्च दशनं प्रतीत्यायोनिशोमनस्कारञ्च प्रतीत्य स्यादु- 
- दभूतोऽतः प्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्नः। यतश्च प्रतीत्यसमुत्पन्नोऽतः स्वभावतः शून्य Ud! 
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यथा पूर्वमुक्तं तथा | 
किञ्चान्यत्‌ | 
यदि च स्वभावतः स्याद्‌ ग्राहः कस्तं निवतंयेद्‌ ग्राहम्‌ 11 
शेषेष्वप्येष विधिस्तस्मादेषोऽनृपालम्भः।।६७।। 


यदि मृगतृष्णायां जलग्राहः स्वभावतः स्यात्‌ क एवं तं विनिवर्तयेत्‌ । न हि स्वभावः 
शक्यो विनिवर्तयितुं यथाग्नेरुष्णत्वमपां द्रवत्वमाकाञञस्य निरावरणत्वम्‌। दृष्टं चास्य 
विनिवतंनम्‌। तस्माच्छून्यस्वभावो ग्राहः। यथा चैतदेवम्‌ शेषेष्वपि घर्मेष्वेष क्रमः 
प्रत्यवगन्तव्यो ग्राह्मप्रभृतिषु पञ्चसु। तत्र यद्भवतोक्तं षट्कभावादशून्याः सर्वभावा 
इति तन्न। 
यत्पुनर्भवतोक्तं 
हेतोश्च ते न सिद्धिनें:स्वभाव्यात्कुतो हि ते mp 
निहेतुकस्य सिद्धि्ने चोपपन्नास्य तेऽ्थस्येति॥ 
अत्र 99:1 
एतेन हेत्वभावः प्रत्युक्तः पूर्वमेव स समत्वात्‌ i 
मृगतुष्णादुष्टान्तव्यावृत्तिविधौ य उक्तः प्राक्‌ 116511 


एतेन चेदानीं चर्चेन पूर्वोक्तेन हेत्वभावोऽमि प्रत्युक्तोऽवगन्तव्यः। य एव f चर्च: 
पुर्वस्मिन्‌ батат: षट्कप्रतिषेधस्य स एवेहापि चर्चेयितव्य: | 
यत्पुनर्भवतोक्‍त 


qd चेत्मतिषेधः पदचात्प्रतिषेध्यमित्यनुपपन्नम्‌ ॥। 
पश्चाच्चानुपपन्नो युगपच्च यतः स्वभावः सन्‌ 11 इति 

अत्र ब्रूमः | j 2 
यस्त्रैकाल्ये हेतुः प्रत्युक्तः पूवेमेव स समत्वात्‌। 
त्रैकाल्यप्रतिहेतुरच शून्यतावादिनां प्राप्तः ॥६९॥। 


य एव हेतुस्तरैकाल्ये प्रतिषधवाची स उक्तोत्तरः प्रत्यवगन्तव्यः 1 कस्मात्‌। साध्य- 
समत्वात्‌ | वथा हि त्वद्वचनेन प्रतिषेधस्त्ैकाल्येऽनुपपन्नप्रतिषेघवत्स प्रतिषेघ्योऽपि। 
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तस्मात्‌ ्रतिषेषप्रतिषेष्येऽसति यद्भवान्‌ मन्यते प्रतिषेधः प्रतिषिद्ध इति तन्न। 
यस्त्रिकालप्रतिषेधवाची हेतुरेष एव शून्यतावादिनां प्राप्तः सर्वंभावस्वभावप्रतिषेघक- 
त्वाच्च भवतः। 

अथवा कथमेतदुक्तोत्तरम्‌। 


प्रेतिषेधयामि नाहं किञ्चित्मतिषेष्यमस्ति न च किञ्चित्‌ u 
तस्मात्प्रतिषेधयसीत्यधिलय एष त्वया Ры 1 


इति प्रत्युक्तम्‌ । अथ मन्यसे त्रिष्वपि कालेषु प्रतिषेधः सिद्धः, दृष्टः पूर्वंकालीनोऽपि 
हेतुः, उत्तरकालीनोऽपि, युगपत्कालीनोऽपिं हेतुः, तत्र पूर्वकालीनो हेतुर्यथा पिता 
पुत्रस्य, पर्चात्कालीनो यथा शिष्य आचार्यस्य, युगपत्कालीनो यथा प्रदीपः प्रकाश- 
स्येत्यत्र ब्रूमः | न चैतदेवम्‌ । उक्ता ह्येतस्मिन्‌ क्रमे त्रयः पूर्वेदोषाः। अपि च यद्येवम्‌, 
अतिषेधस-द्घावस्त्वयाम्युपगमूयते प्रतिज्ञाहानिशच ते भवति। एतेन क्रमेण स्वभाव- 
प्रतिषेधोऽपि सिद्धः | 


प्रभवति च शान्यतेयं यस्य प्रभवन्ति तस्य सर्वाथा: 1! 
प्रभवति न तस्य किञ्चिन्न प्रभवति शून्यता यस्य ।।७०।। 


यस्य शून्यतेयं प्रभवति तस्य सर्वार्था लौकिकलोकोत्तराः प्रभवन्ति। कि कारणम्‌ । 
यस्य हि शून्यता प्रभवति तस्य प्रतीत्य समुत्पाद: प्रभवति। यस्य प्रतीत्यसमुत्पांदः 
प्रभवति तस्य चत्वार्यायंसत्यानि प्रभवन्ति। यस्य चत्वार्यायसत्यानि प्रभवन्ति तस्य 
श्रामण्यफलानि प्रभवन्ति, सर्वविशेषाधिगमाः प्रभवन्ति। यस्य सर्वविषेषाधिगमाः 
प्रभवन्ति तस्य त्रीणि रत्नानि बुद्धधर्मसंघाः प्रभवन्ति। यस्य प्रतीत्यसमुत्पादः प्रभवति 
तस्य धमो धमंहेतु्धर्मफलं च प्रभवन्ति; तस्याधर्मोऽधमंहेतुरधमंफलं च प्रभवन्ति। 
यस्य धर्माधमो धर्माधमंहेतु धर्माधर्मफले च प्रभवन्ति तस्य क्लेशः क्लेशसमुदयः 
क्लेशवस्तूनि च प्रभवन्ति। यस्थैतत्स्वं प्रभवति पूर्वोक्तं तस्य सुगतिदुगेतिव्यवस्था 
सुगतिदुर्गतिगमनं, सुगतिदुगेतिगामी मागे,: सुगतिदुर्गतिव्यतिक्रमणं, सुगतिदुर्गतिव्यति- 
क्रमोपायः सवंसंव्यवहारारच लौकिका व्यवस्थापिताः। स्वयमधिगन्तव्या अनया 
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दिशा किञ्चिच्छक्यं वचनेनोपदेष्टुमिति | 
भवति चात्र। 


यः शून्यतां प्रतीत्यसमुत्पादं मध्यमां प्रतिपदं च। 
एकार्थं निजगाद प्रणमामि तमप्रतिमबुद्धम्‌ || 


इति कृतिरियमाचार्यनागार्जुनपादानाम्‌ || 
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PREFACE 


The present work, which is the result of a joint effort of Professor 
E. H. Johnston and myself, was just completed before the former's 
sudden and premature death at Oxford, England, in 1942. Almost 
immediately after Professor Johnston's death the paper was submitted 
to the Royal Asiatic Society, which accepted it for publication, but 
owing to technical and financial difficulties that arose in connection 
with the war and its aftermath, the manuscript lay for a number of 
years in the safe of the Society, which was not in a position to effect 
the publication. Owing to these circumstances the RAS agreed to the 
withdrawal of the paper ; it has now found a hospitable reception 
by the ч Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques ", to which the writer 


34 "E. Н. JOHNSTON AND A. KUNST 


feels greatly indebted on behalf of the deceased and on his own behalf. 
It is hoped that in spite of the inevitable delay this modest contribution 
will still serve its purpose as an addition to the treasury of important 
texts. 

When Professor Johnston suggested to me some years ago the joint 
restoration of Ndgarjuna’s treatise I grasped the opportunity of 
rendering useful and palatable an important Buddhist text whose defects 
in the only available Sanskrit version edited by R. Sakrtyayana had 
worried me since I first came to read it. In the course of our collabor- 
ation we used to meet two or three times a week for discussion, and 
after nearly two years’ work the common task took shape in what 
is presented to the Sanskrit student as the possibly nearest approxim- 
ation, as we both believed it, of Nagarjuna’s original text. 

Professor Johnston's tragic death rendered impossible the joint 
utilization of a number of remaining sheets with his and my scribbled 
comments. The arrangement of the text, the introduction and the 
critical apparatus are the result of joint work. A few dubious points, 
however, had been tentatively left unsolved in the otherwise final 
draft with the intention to discuss and possibly insert or substitute 
them at some later stage. This never materialized and there was 
never an opportunity of discussing them together. With the purpose of 
. presenting the text as it was left off at Johnston's death it has remained 
unaltered except for some minor modifications and corrections of 
errors. It has been also found more practical to publish the text 
in Roman characters rather than in Devandgari, in which it was 
originally written. 

The following list, which has been prepared later, suggests therefore 
in addition a few supplementary adjustments and alterations which, 
in my opinion, render the text final, and may serve as variants to the 
notes originally attached to the text. The reader will make his 
own choice as to the preferable version. 

Text p. IT, 16-17, note 13 : It may be better to maintain partly 
the text as conveyed in R and to read Sinyesu sarvabhavesu tvad- 


vacanamasünyam, yenasünyatvat sarvabhavasvabhavah prasiddhah. 
4 
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This reading seems to be the simplest and it fulfills the test of fitting 
into the actual discussion : “ If you maintain that, whereas all bhavas 
are void, your words are not void, then by means of non-void words 
you prove the svabhava of all bhavas." The proof arises from the 
exclusion of words (of which the sarvabhavas are predicable) from 
the sarvabhavas which thus stop being sarvabhavas. / also suggest 
a slightly different interpretation of the meaning in the phrase on 
p. 12, 5, note 3: If the pratisedha is valid, then the words 
expressing this pratigedah are void, and so amy statement uttered 
by means of void words is consequently not valid. 

As for karika 21 the cesura between the first and second quarter 
falls in the middle of the word, i.e. before the locative ending of 
samagri. A similar phenomenon occurs in karika 25 where the 
cesura between the third and fourth quarter falls before the genitive 
ending of $abda. 

On р. 27, 3, note т for preference read with R $ünyena vacanena 
in spite of T and Y. 

In karika 35 (note 8) the reading samparidhaksyatyapi instead 
of paridhaksyatyapi seems to give a satisfactory solution to the 
difficulty in metre. 

Р. 36, ix, note 8: Kasyacid is meant to be ambiguous. It 
probably alludes to the old controversy as to whether para in the 
pararthanumana refers to the object being proved or to the “ other” 
person for whom it is being proved. Therefore C must have meant 
it rather “ for " than “ of" a certain man. 

Read karika 51 b: parasparato na canyaih pramanair va. This 
reading seems to be accounted for also by the commentary ; anya fits 
better in the context than para. 

Although the wording as given on p. 45, 10-13, notes 6-9, 
renders the text more lucid than it is in R, R's version could be 
maintained with some slight modifications, namely : tatra yadi tavat 
sad, asad iti pratijiia hiyate | na hidanim tad asad idanim sad / 
athasad: asadbhiitasya nama na bhavati / tasmad... 

ARNOLD KUNST 
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INTRODUCTION 


Among the minor works of Nagarjuna the Vigrahavyavartani 
takes a special place as an admirable illustration of his dialectical 
methods, as the only extant example of his prose style, and as a lucid 
exposition of his views on the conceptions of Sanyata and svabhava. 
While sufficient material for the study of the work has been published 
in recent years, it has not appeared in a form which made understanding 
of his arguments easy or even certain. 

Tibetan translations have proved more than once invaluable help 
in restoring corrupt Sanskrit texts and thus it is hoped that workers 
in the field of Buddhist studies and Indian .philosothy will find it 
conventent to have an edition of the Sanskrit text, which is readable 
and as close to the original as the materials permit ; hence this volume, 
providing what might perhaps be called better a restoration rather 
than an edition of the treatise. 

Of the three available authorities the first is the Sanskrit MS., 
discovered by Rev. Rahula Sankrtyayana in the Tibetan monastery 
of Zalu and edited by him in an appendix to Vol. XXIII, Part III, 
of the Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, referred to 

"henceforward by the letter R. The MS. was written, probably in 
India, by a Tibetan in the Tibetan character and dates probably to 
the beginning of the XII century. Assuming that it has been 
correctly transcribed, it is incredibly corrupt, with innumerable 
mistakes, omissions and interpolations, and the majority of the 
karikas offend, often unnecessarily, against the rules of prosody. 
R corrects some of the minor mistakes (additions in round brackets), 
and has made additions from the Tibetan version (square brackets 
in text) or has given alternative readings from the same source in the 
footnotes; but unfortunately these additions ‘and alternatives ofter 
fail to reproduce correctly the information the Tibetan gives us about 
the state of the text it used, and in general the edition should be regarded 
as a copy of the MS. with little change. Next there is the Tibetan 
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translation, for which has been used the version published by Tucci 
in the Pre-Diùnāga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, 
hereafter called T ; though it is far from being a critical edition and 
has a number of passages which are corrupt or from which an essential 
word has dropped out, it has not been possible to go behind it, as it 
makes use of all the Tibetan editions available in the course of this 
work. Help has been however derived in doubtful passages from 
an excellent French translation of it, published by S. Yamaguchi 
in the Journal Asiatique, tome CCXV, pp. 1-86, hereafter called Y. 
As usual, the Tibetan text appears to be verbatim, but it has one 
unusual feature in that there exist two separate translations of the 
karikas, one of which often fails to give either the text or the sense 
of the Sanskrit correctly! ; in the majority of cases where the differences 
occur the version put by Tucci in the footnotes is the more correct. 
Finally there is the Chinese translation, here denoted by C, for which 
has been used the text printed as No. 1631 in the Taisho Issaikyo 
edition of the Chinese Tripitaka, Vol. XXXII. It is the work 
of Gautama Prajñaruci and is dated 541 A.D. Much of it follows 
the Sanskrit closely, far more so than might appear from the trans- 
lation which Tucci gave of it in the volume quoted above, but 
occasionally its version is so far removed from the Sanskrit and 
Tibetan as well as from the logical developement of the argument, 
that it can only be supposed either that the translator had failed to 
_ understand the original or that he was unable to express it in Chinese. 
The translation of the karikas is in general more defective than that 
of the commentary. 

The textual problems to be solved by this edition are of unusual ` 
complexity and no uniform rule can be rigidly applied for their 
solution. Inevitably R provides the basis for the Sanskrit, and 
owing to the large amount of repetition there is seldom any difficulty 
in settling the particular terms used or the equivalents of T's and 


1 For more details cf. ARNOLD Kunst, Kamalasila's Commentary on Santarak- 
sita’s Anumanapariksa of the Tattvasahgraha, Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques, 
vol. VIII, pp. 154-155, offprint pp. 48-49. 
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C's versions. Thus except for minor details the text which T had 
before him can almost invariably be.restored with certainty, but 
necessarily this is not the case with C, which accordingly is mainly 
of use for its corroboration of one of the other authorities when they 
differ. Where possible then, in such instances, the text confirmed 
by C has been accepted. In a very few cases preference was given 
to C over the other two, in view of its аре ; the most important instance 
ts the final clause of karika 20, where the opponent states his conclusion. 
When C is ambiguous or when all three authorities differ among 
themselves, the judgement on the nature of the argument and of 
Nagarjuna's highly individual style had to decide on the reading. 
In the result it appears that nearly all the karikas now are presented 
їп the form which the author gave to them, and that too with a 
minimum of conjecture. The number of karikas has been reduced 
to 70, the traditional number for such works because the opponent’s 
verse preceding 34, which has hitherto been treated as a karika, is 
shown by the Sanskrit wording to be a quotation, while the final 
verse, numbered 72 in R, belongs to the commentary, not to the 
main work. For the commentary a similar degree of certainty is 
unattainable; the best has been done so that Nagarjuna’s arguments 
seem to have been rendered correctly except for a few doubtful passages 
and two or three minor details, in particular the use of particles such 
as api and iti and variations between the sources in the longer or 
shorter statement of argument cannot be decided for good and all. 
Nevertheless these uncertainties, however trying such minutiae are 
to the editor, are not such as to impair the value of the text as a 
statement of Nagarjuna's views. The apparatus criticus, unavoidably 
lengthy, has been kept within bounds as much as possible ; no mention 
is made of cases where R has made acceptable minor emendations of 
the MS. or where the division of the sentences has been altered. 
Where the text rests on T as against R, the Tibetan text is not quoted 
as it is easily accessible; and when T differs from the text adopted, 
generally its reading is quoted only in what is taken to be the form 
of the Sanskrit text used by the translator. No suggestions of 
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amendments have been made which would be necessary to put C's 
text in order. C has not been quoted in full when it corroborates R 
or T against the other, but new translation has been occasionally 
given of troublesome passages. For the corrupt list of kusala dharmas 
in the commentary on verse 7 it was deemed sufficient to give a general 
reference to the paper in the Indian Historical Quarterly, XIV, 
pp. 314 ff., where the complicated evidence was fully set out and 
discussed. Except for these cases, omissions from the apparatus, 
which unfortunately could not be entirely avoided, are due to oversight. 
-In the text use is made occasionally of commas to facilitate tts 
comprehension. А 
. The scope of this work does not include discussion of the more ` 
general problems raised by the text, but on one or two points a few 
words are desirable. In the first place it is a perfect specimen of 
contemporary dialectics, illustrating such old descriptions as we have 
of philosophical disputations. Every point has to be stated in the 
full and every objection has to be taken in its proper order and refuted, 
The style accordingly is decidedly archaic in character, devoid of 
the allusive references and elliptic statements which often make the 
dialectics of a later period hard to read. The Sanskrit, in general, 
is good, and the few usages, to which exception might be taken, are 
probably due to uncorrected corruptions, for instance ‘the curious 
compound avidyamanagrha in the commentary on verse 64 in the sense 
of “ not being present in the house", and the phrase tulyam ayam 
apraptah, ‘‘ like this (fire which dispels darkness) without coming 
in contact with it”, in the commentary on verse 39. Specifically 
Buddhist words and usages are rare, the two most obvious cases 
being adhilaya “ libel”, in verse 63, and pratisedhyato “ (taking 
a thing) as capable of being refuted”, in verse 13. The rules 
governing the arya metre are found to be strictly observed when the 
verses are restored to their correct form, thus proving that this type 
of verse must have been well established for some time before the second 
century A.D. 

While the text is divided in two parts, 20 verses setting out the 


` 
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opponents! criticisms of Nagarjuna’s views and 50 verses giving his 
reply, the objections are not in fact all made by the same critic. The 
dharmavasthavid theorists of verse 7 are clearly Buddhist ; though 
it is difficult -to determine their school, the details in the commentary 
exclude the possibility of their being Sarvdstivadins, to whose theory 
of the dharmas much of the argument elsewhere would apply. The 
polemic against the validity of the Naiyayika praminas in verses 
30-52 is more important, because it raises by its parallelism with 
Nyayasütras, IJ, г, 8-19, the question, whether Adhydya ii of that 
composite work was in existence when Nagarjuna wrote. The 
parallelism has already been dealt with by Y in his notes, by Tucci 
on pp. 34 ff. of the notes on his translation, and by R in his 
Introduction. Without going into details it may be remarked that 
Vatsyayana's bhasya clearly has Nagarjuna’s position in mind, but 
it is not obvious that either Nagarjuna knew the sütras or vice versa; 
till the matter is more fully examined all that can safely be said is 
that the two works reflect the dispute between the two schools at much 
the same stage, but not necessarily with reference by one to the other. 
But one point is certain and that is that Nagarjuna took some of the 
Natyayika arguments from a different work of that school. For 
he quotes a verse from it just before karika 34, and the Naiyayikas 
evidently admitted the validity of his criticisms, since the views put 
forward in that verse are mentioned by Vatsyayana only to be 
rejected as incorrect and are stated by Vacaspati Misra, Tatparya- 
tika on 17, 2, 19, to have been held by an acaryadesiya. Jt appears 
therefore that the verse in question is quoted from some treatise by 
this discredited teacher, whose name we are never likely to learn. 
It also seems doubtful if the Naiyayika principle quoted in the 
commentary on verse 31, pramanato 'rthanam prasiddhih, is in 
exact accord with the Sutras; for the opening words of the bhasya 
on Nyayasütras, J, 1, 1, appear to have been chosen with great care 
precisely with the object of evading Nagarjuna’s criticisms. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 


С Vigrahavyavartani, Chinese translation, Chinese Tripitaka, 
Taisho Issaikyo, XXXII, No. 1631. 
MMK Milamadhyamikakarikas, ed. La VALLÉE Poussin, Bibl. 


Buddh. IV. 

R Vigrahavyavartani, Sanskrit text, ed. Rahula SANKRTYA- 
YANA, JBORS, XXIV, ur. 

T Vigrahavyavartani, Tibetan translation in G. Tucci, 


Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, 
Gaekwad's Or. Ser., XLIX. 


Y Vigrahavyavartani, French translation of the Tibetan 
translation, by 5. YAMAGUCHI, Journal Asiatique, CCXV, 
pp. 1-86. 

e.c. ex conjectura. 


om. omits. 
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THE VIGRAHAVYAVARTAN I 


sarvesam bhavanam sarvatra na vidyate 
svabhavascet/ 

tvadvacanamasvabhavam na nivartayi- 
tum svabhavamalam'//1// 


yadi sarvesam bhavanam hetau pratyayesu ca hetupratyayasa- 
magryam ca prthak ca? sarvatra svabhavo na vidyata iti krtva 
$ünyah sarvabhava iti? / na hi bije hetubhüte ‘nkuro ‘sti, na 
prthivyaptejovayvadinamekaikasmin pratyayasamjfite *, na pratya- 
yesu samagresu 5, na hetupratyayasámagryam, па hetupratya- 
yayinirmuktah prthageva ca® / yasmadatra sarvatra 7 svabhivo 
nasti tasmannihsvabhavo ‘nkurah / yasmannihsvabhavastasmac- 
chinyah 8 / yatha cayamankuro® nihsvabhavo nihsvabhavatvacca 
Siinyastatha sarvabhava арі 19 nihsvabhavatvacchinya iti / 

atra vayam briimah 1! | yadyevam, tavapi 1? vacanam yadetac- 
chünyah sarvabhava iti tadapi $ünyam / kim karanam / tadapi hetau 
nasti mahabhütesu samprayuktesu viprayuktesu và, pratyayesu 
nastyurahkanthausthajihvadantamulatalunasikamtrdhaprabhrtisu 
yatnesu 13, ubhayasamagryam 7580 4, hetupratyayavinirmuktam 
prthageva ८915 nasti / yasmadatra sarvatra nasti tasmannihsvabha- 


asvabhavam, R. 

R adds yatra. 

T om. iti. 

osamjñeti, R. 

R adds na hetupratyayesu samagresu. 

va, R. 

R om. sarvatra, but cf. similar sentence below. Т adds ayam. 
Т. om. yasman nihsvabhavas, which C has. 
9 T om. ayam. 

19 R om. api. 

11 T om. this sentence. 

12 T om. api. Ў 

12 yan naiva, К. 

и R om. za. 

35 ya, R. 
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vam / yasmannihsvabhavam tasmacchünyam! / tasmadanena sarva- 
bhavasvabhavavyavartanamasakyam 2 kartum 3 / na hyasatagnina 4 
Sakyam dagdhum / na hyasatà $astrena $akyam chettum / na 
hyasatibhiradbhih 5 Sakyam kledayitum / evamasata vacanena ९ na 
$akyah sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedhah kartum 7 / tatra yaduktam 
sarvabhavasvabhavah pratisiddha ® iti tanna / 


atha sasvabhavametadvakyam pirva® 
hata pratijna te/ 
vaisamikatvam tasmin vi$esahetus$ca 


vaktavyah//2// 


athapi manyase ma bhüdesa dosa iti sasvabhavametadvakyam 


sasvabhavatvaccašünyam10 tasmadanena sarvabhavasvabhavah pra- 
tisiddha 11 iti, atra brümah / yadyevam, ya te pūrvā!? pratijña 
šünyah sarvabhava iti hata sa / 

kim canyat / sarvabhavantargatam ca tvadvacanam / kasmac- 
chünyesu sarvabhavesu tvadvacanamasiinyam, yenasiinyatvatsar- 
vabhavasvabhavah pratisiddhah 13 / evam satkotiko vadah prasak- 
tah / sa punah kathamiti / hanta cetpunah $йпуаһ sarvabhavastena 


nihsvabhavatvacchünyam, "Т. 

'T om. svabhava. 

R adds kim küranam, not in C. 

asadagnind, R. 

R om. hi. 

T adds api. 

R adds the gloss na sakyah sarvabhavasvabhdvo nivartuyitum. 

8 R adds sarvatra bhavasvabhavo vinivartate. 

® srutua, R; C as in text. Y's explanation of vaisamikatva by visamavyápti is 
anachronistic; here it means “ discordance ”. 

10 T has tasmác for sasvabhdvatvdc. 

п R adds sarvabhavasvabhavo vinivartate. 

12 R om. evam уй and purvà ; C has the latter. 

13 The three authorities differ hopelessly in this.sentence. "The text follows R, 
adding chünyesu, which appears іп both T and C, and substituting pratisiddhah . 
for its svabhdvaprasiddhah. T has approximately kasmat? sarvabhavesu Sunyesu 
satsu evam asinyatvdt tena sarvabhavasvabhadvah pratisiddha iti tvadvacanam 
asiinyam bhavet. C literally would give yasmac chinyah sarvabhavas tasmat 
tvadvacanam sünyam, tena fünyatvàt sarvabhavapratisedho na bhavet. 
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tvadvacanam $ünyam sarvabhavantargatatvat’ / tena Siinyena 
pratisedhanupapattih / tatra yah pratisedhah $ünyah sarvabhāvā ° 
iti so ‘nupapannah / upapannascetpunah $ünyah sarvabhava iti 
pratisedhastena tvadvacanamapyasünyam / a$unyatvadanena pra- 
tisedho 'nupapannah? | atha $ünyàh sarvabhavastvadvacanam 
casünyam yena pratisedhah, tena tvadvacanam sarvatrüsamgrhi- 
tam * / tatra drstantavirodhah / sarvatra cetpunah samgrhitam 5 
tvadvacanam sarvabhavasca $ünyástena tadapi $ünyam / Sünya- 
tvadanena nasti pratisedhah / atha Sünyamasti сапепа pratisedhah 
5йпуаһ sarvabhava iti tena Sunya api sarvabhavah karyakriyasam- 
artha bhaveyuh / na caitadistam / atha $ünyah sarvabhava na 
ca karyakriyasamartha bhavanti ma bhüd drstantavirodha iti 
krtva, $ünyena tvadvacanena sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedho no- 
papanna iti 6 / 
kim canyat | evam tadastitvad'vaisamikatvaprasangah kim- 
cicchinyam kimcidasünyamiti | tasmiméca® vaisamikatve više- 
saheturvaktavyo yena? kimcicchünyam kimcidas$ünyam syat |. sa 
ca nopadisto hetuh / tatra yaduktam $йпуаһ sarvabhava iti tanna / 
kim canyat / 


ma Sabdavadityetatsyatte buddhirna 
caitadupapannam/ 


1 R adds tvadvacanasya. 

* fünyah sarvabhava, R, which omits so. 

3 The three authorities differ for these two sentences. The text follows C, 
the argument being that, if the pratisedha is valid, the words expressing it must 
be non-void, and since they are non-void and are included in all things, the 

"statement that all things are void is not valid. T reads anupapannas, Sünyam 
and sznyatvat, which does not give as good sense. R as in text, but omitting °m 
ару asiinyam ao. 

* T seems to have had sarvdntarasamgrhitam, which is perhaps better. 

5 Rom. sam. 

* T om. iti. 

? T has de skad zer na for tadastitvad, the equivalent of which is not clear; 
C is no help, and it seems necessary to have something to show that the case 
contemplated is that in which the statement is non-void. 

® T apparently had sati ca for tasmimsca. 

» R adds hi vifesahetund 
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Sabdena hyatra! sata bhavisyato vara- 
nam tasya//3// 


syatte buddhih?, yatha nama kascid briyanma gabdam karsiriti? 
svayameva Sabdam kuryattena ca Sabdena tasya Sabdasya * vyavar- 
tanam kriyeta 5, evameva šünyah sarvabhava iti $ünyena 6 vacanena 
sarvabhavasvabhávasya vyavartanam kriyata iti / atra vayam 
brümah / etadapyanupapannam / kim karanam" / sata hyatra 
Sabdena bhavisyatah $abdasya pratisedhah kriyate / na punariha ® 
bhavatah sata vacanena sarvabhàvasvabhávapratisedhah kriyate / 
tava hi matena vacanamapyasat, sarvabhavasvabhavo ‘pyasan / 
tasmadayam ma Sabdavaditi visamopanyasah ° / 


pratisedhapratisedho ‘py!evamiti ma- 
tam bhavettadasadeva/ 

evam tava pratijfia laksanato disyate 
na mama//4// 


syatte buddhih, pratisedhapratisedho *py!!anenaiva kalpenanu- 
papannah, tatra yadbhavan sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedhavacanam 
pratisedhayati 12 tad!?anupapannamiti / atra vayam brümah / 
etadapyasadeva 14 | kasmat / tava hi pratijfialaksanapraptam is na 


1 T and К omit hy, which is required by the metre and is given by R when the 
verse is repeated before karika 25. 

2 T omits the phrase, but C has it. 

з R repeats mà sabdam karsir and omits svayam eva Sabdam kuryat; T and C 
as in text. 
R om. tasya sabdasya. 
kriyate, R. 
svabhavasinyena, T. 
Т om. kim karanam, certified by C. 
T om. punar. 
*nyáso ‘sann iti, R, which then adds kim ca, not in T or C. 

19 pratipratisedhye ‘by, 

11 pratisedhah pratisedhyo ‘py, 

1 T, which is not clear, apparently read bhavatah... vacanapratisedhayacanam, 
omitting pratisedhayati. 

१३ T adds apy. 

24 etadasabdena sad eva, В. 

15 “prapte matam, R. C, as well аз "Г, omits matam. 
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mama / bhayan braviti $ünyah sarvabhava iti naham? / pürvakah 
pakso na mama ? / tatra yaduktam pratisedhapratisedho *pyevam 
satyanupapanna iti ? tanna / 

kim canyat / 


pratyaksena hi tavadyadyupalabhya vi- 
nivartayasi bhavan/ 
tannasti pratyaksam bhava yenopala- 


bhyante// 5 // 


yadi pratyaksatah  sarvabhavanupalabhya bhavannivartayati 
sinyah sarvabhava iti tad‘anupapannam / kasmat / pratyaksamapi 
hi pramanam sarvabhavantargatatvacchünyam / yo bhavan®upala- 
bhate so “pi Sinyah / tasmat pratyaksena ° pramanena nopalam- 
bhabhavo ‘nupalabdhasya ca pratisedhanupapattih / tatra yad- 
uktam 7 Siinyah sarvabhava iti tadanupapannam / 

syatte buddhih, anumanenagamenopamanena vā sarvabha- 
vanupalabhya 8 sarvabhavavyavartanam kriyata iti, atra brümah / 


anumanam  pratyuktam pratyaksenaga- 
mopamane ca/ 
anumanagamasadhya ye 'rtha drstanta- 
sadhyasca//6// 


anumanopamanagamasca pratyaksena pramanena pratyuktah 
yatha ° hi pratyaksam pramanam $ünyam sarvabhavanam śūnya- 
tvadevamanumanopamanagama 10 api Siinyah sarvabhavanam $ü- 


1 R adds tasmat tvatpratijiàn napayami. 

2 T omits these two sentences, which C has. 

3 pratisedhah pratisedhyo “py evam matam iti ubapannam iti, R. 

* T adds api. 

5 yo “pi sarvabhavan, R. 

* T om. pratyaksena. This and the previous sentence appear very differently 
in C, which brings in anumana, apparently confusing it with upalabdhi. 

7 R om. tatra уай uktam. 

$ T om. sarvabhavan, and adds etat before sarvabhava". 

2 tatha, T. 


19 anumanamopamagama, R. 
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nyatvat / ye! ‘numanasadhya artha agamasadhya upamanasadhyagca 
te ‘pi $ünyah sarvabhavanam $ünyatvàt | anumanopaminaga- 
maigca уо? bhavanupalabhate so ‘pi $ünyah? / tasmadbhavanam- 
upalambhabhavo ‘nupalabdhanam са svabhàvapratisedhanupa- 
pattih / tatra yaduktam $ünyah sarvabhava iti tanna / 

kim canyat / 


kus$alanam dharmanam dharmadvasthavi- 
dagca manyante/ 

kusalam janah svabhavam!? Sesesv- 
apyesa viniyogah//7// 


iha jana” dharmavasthavido manyante kusalanam dharma- 
namekonavimsasatam ° | tadyathaikadeso vijfianasya vedanayah 
samjfiayascetandyah sparáasya manasikarasya cchandasyadhimo- 
ksasya viryasya smrteh samadheh prajiiaya upeksayah prayogasya 
samprayogasya  prapteradhyasayasyapratighasya ratervyavasaya- 
syautsukyasyonmugdherutsahasyavighatasya vasitayah pratighata- 
syavipratisarasya parigrahasyaparigrahasya ... dhrteradhyavasaya- 


! R adds api. 

* R adds api. 

२ sunyah syát, В; syat is probably a corruption from tasmat, missing at the 
beginning of the next sentence. 

५ janasvabha, R, omitting vam. 

5 R om. jana. 

® "The following list of 119 qualities has been fully discussed in E. Н. Johnston's, 
Nagarjuna's List of Kusala-dharmas, YHQ, XIV, 314-323. and therefore the full 
apparatus criticus which was given there is here omitted. The text of R has many 
corruptions and some omissions, and C gives 107 qualities only, so that the list 
cannot be restored in its entirety. Probable suggestions cannot be made for the 
following numbers, 30 (dran pa, T, possibly a formation from smy signifying 
remorse), 51 (R and T between them suggest something like ananukülabhyava- 
harata), 7० (vyavakarata?), 76 (possibly middha, not considered loc. cit., but see 
on 75 below) and 107 (rddhi or an equivalent word). The following restorations 
are uncertain in varying degrees, 22 (unmugdhi) a word not otherwise known, 
26 (pratighdta), 28 and 29 (parigraha and aparigraha), 34 (anunmugdhi, cf. on 22), 
71 (daksya), 75 (possibly upayasa only, the rest of the word going to 76, for which 
see above), 80 (adhyátmasamprasada), 102 (manana) and тоб (arana). The first 
81 qualities are in the genitive after ekadesa, because they are kusala in certain 
aspects only, not in all. , 
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syanautsukyasyanunmugdheranutsahasya prarthanayah pranidher- 
madasya visayanam viprayogasyanairyanikataya utpadasya sthiter- 
anityatayah samanvagamasya jarayah paritapasyaratervitarkasya 
priteh prasadasya ... premnah pratikülasya pradaksinagrahasya 
vaisaradyasya gauravasya citrikarasya bhakterabhakteh $uérüsaya 
adarasyanadarasya prasrabdherhasasya — váco vispandanayah 
siddhasyaprasadasyaprasrabdheh ... daksyasya sauratyasya vipra- 
tisarasya Sokasyopayasayasasya ... apradaksinagrahasya sam$ayasya 
samvaranam parisuddheradhyatmasamprasadasya bhirutayah, Sra 
ааһа hrirarjavamavaficanamupasamo *capalamapramado mirda- 
vam  pratisamkhyanam  nirvairaparidahavamado ‘lobho ‘dogo 
“mobah sarvajiatapratinihsargo vibhavo ‘patrapyamaparicchada- 
nam mananam karunyam maitryadinatarana ... anupanaho “nirsya 
cetaso ‘paryadanam ksantirvyavasargo ‘sauratyam paribho ganvayah 
punyamasamjfisamapattirnairyanikatasarvajfiatasamskrta dharma 
ityekonaviméasatam kusalanam dharmanam 1 kusalah svabhavah. 

tathakugalanam dharmanamakuSsalah 2 svabhavah, nivrtavyakr- 
tanam 3 nivrtavyakrtah 4, prakrtavyakrtanam prakrtavyakrtah 5, 
kamoktanam kamoktah, rüpoktanam rupoktah, arüpyoktanam- 
arupyoktah, anasravanamanasravah, duhkhasamudayanirodhamar- 
goktanam duhkhasamudayanirodhamargoktah 8, bhavanaprahata- 
vyanam bhavanaprahatavyah, aprahatavyanamaprahatavyah 7 / 
yasmadevamanekaprakaro dharmasvabhavo drstastasmadyaduk- 
tam 5 nihsvabhavah sarvabhava nihsvabhavatvacchunya iti tanna / 
kim canyat / 


R om. dharmdnam ; satasya would be better. 
R om. dharmanam. Í 
R om. пйтійоуакуѓапат. 
T adds suabhavah, which C omits. 
anivytüvyükrtanam anivrtavyakrtah svabhavah, T; but C supports R, suggesting 
however prakrtyo or prakrta?. The category cannot be recognized. 

* R gives these four separately, duhkhoktanam duhkhoktah etc., against C 
and T. 

1 С om. aprahátavyanam aprahatavyak, and R adds prahatavyanam prahata- 
vyah. 
ड R adds ika after tasmad. 
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nairyánikasvabhavo dharma! nairyani- 

kigca ye tesam/) 

dharmavasthoktanamevamanairyanikadi- 

nam?*//8// 

iha са dharmavasthoktanam 3 nairyanikanam dharmanam nairya- 
nikah svabhavah, anairyanikanamanairyanikah 4, bodhyangikinam 
bodhyangikah, abodhyaügikanamabodhyangikah, bodhipaksika- 
nam? bodhipaksikah, abodhipaksikanamabodhipaksikah | evam- 
api $esanam / tadyasmad’evamanekaprakaro dharmanam sva- 
bhavo drstastasmad®yadyuktam nihsvabhavah sarvabhava nihsva- 
bhàvatvacchünya iti tanna / 

kim canyat / 

yadi ca na bhavetsvabhavo dharmanam 

nihsvabhava ityeva?/ 

nimapi bhavennaivam nama hi! nir- 

vastukam  nasti //9// 


yadi sarvadharmanam svabhavo na bhavettatrapi nihsvabhavo 
bhavet / tatra nihsvabhava ityevam namapi na bhavet / kasmat | 
nama hi nirvastukam kimcidapi nasti / tasmannamasadbhavatsva- 
bhavo bhavanamasti svabhavasadbhavaccasünyah!! sarvabhavah / 
tasmadyaduktam!? nihsvabhavah sarvabhava nihsvabhavatvacchü- 
nya iti tanna / 


! dharmo, R. 

2 eva ca nair?, R; C also shows evam. 

३ dharmo *vastho?, R; C omits the entire compound. 

1 T adds svabhavah, and C adds the same word after each item. 

> R's bodhipaksika is contrary to Buddhist usage. 

& R om. api. š 

7 tasmad, T, for tad yasmad. 

७ yasmad, R. 

9 ity evam, R. 

२० namapi, R, against the metre; cf. the repetition of the verse before karika 57. 

п R omits most of this passage from the beginning of the commentary up to 
here, probably passing from the first suabhavo to the second; it runs: yadi dharma- 
nam svabhdvo bhavinam svabhāvānām sadbhavac cásünyah. This. is restored 
from T, and C agrees in sense. 

12 tatrá yad uktam, R. 


2 


50 E. H. JOHNSTON AND A. KUNST 


kim canyat / 

atha vidyate svabhavah sa са dhar- 
manam na vidyate tasmat/ 
dharmairvina svabhavzh sa yasya! tad- 
yuktamupadestum // ro // 


atha manyase mà bhüdavastukam nameti krtvasti svabhavah, 
sa punardharmanam ? па sambhavati, evam dharmasünyata 
nihsvabhavatvaddharmanam siddha ३ Bhavisyati, na ca nirvastukam 
nameti, atra vayam brümah | evam yasyedanim ५ sa svabhavo 
dharmavinirmuktasyarthasya sa * yuktamupadestumarthah / sa ca 
nopadistah / tasmadya kalpanasti svabhavo na sa punardhar- 
manamiti sa hina / 

kim canyat / 

sata eva pratisedho nasti ghato geha 

ityayam yasmat/ 

drstah pratisedho ‘yam satah svabha- 

vasya te tasmat//11// 


iha ca sato ‘rthasya pratisedhah kriyate nasatah / tadyatha nasti 
ghato geha iti sato ghatasya pratisedhah kriyate nasatah / evameva 
nasti svabhavo 7 dharmanamiti satah svabhavasya pratisedhah 
prapnoti nasatah / tatra yaduktam nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ® iti 
tanna / pratisedhasambhavadeva sarvabhavasvabhavo ‘pratisid- 
dhah ° | 

kim canyat / 


в yasydsti, R, against the metre; cf. the repetition of the verse before karika бо. 

2 sarvadharmanam, T. 

* mihsvabhavatuam and siddham, R. 

4 kasyedanim, R. 

š tatra, R, for sa. 

* R om. sa. 

7 R om. sva. 

® R adds nihsvabhdvatvdc chunya, not in C or T. 

9 oyvabhdvah prasiddhah, T; C's equivalent is not clear, but it certainly did not 
have prasiddhah. 
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atha nasti sa svabhavah kim nu prati- 
sidhyate tvayanena/ 

vacanenarte vacanatpratisedhah sidhy- 
ate hyasatahj//iz// 


atha nastyeva sa svabhavo! “nena vacanena nihsvabhavah 2 
sarvabhava ? iti kim bhavata pratisidhyate / asato hi * vacanadvina 5 
siddhah pratisedhah, tadyathagneh Saityasya, apamausnyasya / 

kim canyat / 


balanamiva mithyà mrgatrsnayam yatha- 
jalagrahah§&/ 

evam mithyagrahah syatte pratisedhy- 
ato? hyasatah//13// 


syatte buddhih, yatha balanam mrgatrsnayam mithya jalamiti 
graho bhavati, nanu? nirjala sa mrgatrsneti tatra panditajatiyena . 
purusenocyate tasya grahasya® vinivartanartham, evam nihsva- 
bhavesu yah svabhave grahah!? sattvanam tasya vyavartanartham 
nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ityucyata iti ЇЇ, atra briimah / 


nanvevam satyasti graho grahyam са 
tadgrahita?? ca/ 

pratisedhah pratisedhyam  pratiseddha 
ceti satkam tat // 14 // 


1 R om. atha and sa and adds iti after soabhauo. 

2 T om. svabhavah, possibly owing to a misprint. 

३ R om. sarva. 

* T has evam for hi. 

5 winapi, T. 

¢ In view of the commentary on verse 66, yathajalagráhah must be a compound. 
here. 

7 pratisidhyato, R. "Translate according to the common use of -tas, “ Thus 
would be your misconception of the non-existing as something that can be refuted.” 

१ T om. nanu. 

® mithyagrahasya, R. 

1० Should the reading be svabhavagrahah? 

u T om. ucvata iti, which is given also by C. 

12 tadgrhitam, В. 
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yadyevam !, asti tavatsattvanam grahah 2, asti grahyam, santi 
ca tadgrahitarah 3, asti pratisedhastasyapi mithyagrahasya, asti 
pratisedhyam yadidam 4 mithyagraho 5 nama, santi ca 9 pratised- 
dharo yusmadadayo ‘sya grahasyeti? siddham satkam / tasya 
satkasya prasiddhatvadsyaduktam $ünyah sarvabhava iti tanna / 


atha  naivasti graho naiva® grahyam 
na ca grahitarah/ 

pratisedhah pratisedhyam pratiseddharo 
nanui па santi//15// 


atha ma bhüdesa dosa iti krtva naiva graho ‘sti naiva grahyam 
na ca grahitara ityevam sati grahasya yah!! pratisedho nihsvabhavah 
sarvabhava iti so “pi nasti, pratisedhyamapi nasti, pratiseddharo 
*pi na santi / 


pratisedhah. pratisedhyam pratiseddha- 
ra$ca yadyuta na santi/ 

siddha hi sarvabhavastesameva!?* sva- 
bhava$éca// 16 // 


yadi ca na pratisedho na pratisedhyam na pratiseddharah 
santyapratisiddhah sarvabhava asti ca sarvabhavanam!? svabhavah / 
kim canyat / 


1 R adds nanv eva saty. 

2 mithyagrahak, R; graho “pi, T. 

2 santi satua grahitarah, R. 

4 T om. yad and adds api. 

5 ogrāhyam, R. 

* R om. са. 

* mithyagrahasyeti, R. 

y satkasyapy aprasiddhatvat, R, omitting tasya; aprasiddhatvad, T; C shows 


* na ca, R, against the metre; cf. the commentary. 
10 e.c.: sya ru, R, which C and T omit. 
21 R om. yah. 
12 yesam evam, В. 
13 T om. sarva, which C has. 
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hetogca te! na siddhirnaihsvabhavyat? 
kuto hi te hetuh/ 

nirhetukasya siddhirna copapannasya te 
thasya //17// 


nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ityetasminnarthe te hetorasiddhih / 
kim karanam / nihsvabhavatvaddhi sarvabhavanam Sunyatvattato 2 
-hetuh kutah / азай hetau nirhetukasyarthasya Sunyah sarvabhava 
iti kuta eva prasiddhih / tatra yaduktam $ünyah sarvabhava iti 
tanna / 

kim canyat / 


yadi cahetoh siddhih svabhavavinivar- 
tanasya te bhavati/ . 
svabhavyasyastitvam mamapi  nirhetu- 


kam siddham//18// 


atha manyase nirhetuki ५ siddhirnihsvabhavatvasya bhavanamiti 
yatha tava svabhavavinivartanam 5 nirhetukam siddham tatha 
mamapi svabhavasadbhavo $ nirhetukah siddhah * / 


atha hetorastitvam bhavasvabhavyam?- 
ityanupapannam/ 

lokesu nihsvabhavo? na hi ka$cana 
vidyate bhavah//19j/ 


1 hetos tato, R; cf. the repetition of the verse before karika 68. 

२ naihsvābhāvya is an odd form; the length of the second syllable is guaranteed 
by the metre. In the four occurences in ММК, the text has naihisvabhavya twice, 
and naiksvabhduya twice, but none of them occur in a verse. 
fünyatvàn na tato, R, which omits kutah, but C as well as T has kutah. 
nairhetuki, रे; T adds tatra. 

R om. vi, but cf. the Кагіка. 

R adds “pi. 

T adds a gloss, mamapiti mamasti. 

bhavanaihsvabhdvyam, R, against the metre. 

० joke naihsvabhavyat, R, but T and the commentary show nihsnabhavo ; 
lokesu is uncertain, as T does not show the plural, and perhaps therefore 
loke ‘pi. 
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yadi hetorastitvam. manyase! nihsvabhavah sarvabhava iti, 
tadanupapannam / kim kiranam / na hi loke nihsvabhavah kascid- 
bhavo ‘sti / 

kim canyat / 

pürvam  cetpratisedhah pascatpratise- 

dhyamityanupapannam?/ 

pa$caccanupapanno?  yugapacca yatah 

svabhavah san‘/j/20// 

iha pürvam cetpratisedhah paścācca pratisedhyamiti 5 nopa- 
pannam / asati. hi pratisedhye kasya pratisedhah / atha pascat- 
pratisedhah pürvam pratisedhyamiti ca ê nopapannam / siddhe hi 
pratisedhye kim pratisedhah karoti / atha yugapatpratisedha- 
pratisedhya iti? tathapi na pratisedhah pratisedhyasyarthasya 
karanam 5, pratisedhyo na pratisedhasya ca, yatha yugapadut- 
pannayoh sasavisanayornaiva ° daksinam savyasya karanam savyam 
va daksinasya karanam bhavatiti!? / tatra yaduktam nihsvabhavah 
sarvabhava iti tanna / 


1 This sentence may not be in order; it would improve it to put manyase before 
hetor and add ca after nihsoabhavah. R inserts ika at the beginning, and C seems 
to have had mihsvabhavasya before hetor. T is ambiguous, but probably had 
bhavanam nihsvabhavanam eva (or possibly in the locative) before ketor and also 
eva after astitvam. The argument is that “if you suppose that the cause exists 
in reality and that all things (which include the cause) are without essence (so that 
the cause is at the same time really existent and without essence), that argument 
is not valid.” 

3 iti ca nopapannam, R, against the metre and the reading in the repetition before 


3 R om. ccd, but see the repetition. 

* svabhávo ‘san, R and T; but C's reading followed above is unquestionably 
correct as giving the opponent's final conclusion. Yatah here means ' and 
therefore ”, a common use at the close of a verse. 

5 R adds nihsvabhāvyam and T nihsvabhāvam before iti, an obvious interpolation 
which C omits. 

T om. ca. 

7 T om. iti. 

* R adds prati na. 

* С omits Sasa, possibly rightly, as the argument applies equally well to real 
horns. 

10 T om. it. 


А 
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atrocyate / yattavadbhavatoktam 

sarvesam bhavanam sarvatra na vidyate svabhavascet / 
tvadvacanamasvabhavam na nivartayitum svabhavamalamiti // 
atra brümah / ў 
hetupratyayasamagryam ca prt hak capi? 
madvaco na yadi/ 

nanu $ünyatvam siddham bhavanam- 
asvabhavatvat // 21 // 


yadi madvaco hetau nasti mahabhütesu 2 samprayuktesu vipra- 
yuktesu và?, pratyayesu nastyurahkanthausthajihvadantamilatalu*- 
nüsikamürdhaprabhrtisu yatnesu, nobhayasámagryamasti 5, hetu- 
pratyayasamagrivinirmuktam prthageva ca nasti®, tasmannihsva- 
bhavam 7, nihsvabhavatvacchinyam / nanu ® $ünyatvam siddham 
nihsvabhavatvadasya madiyavacasah / yatha caitanmadvacanam 
nihsvabhavatvacchünyam tathd sarvabhava api? nihsvabhava- 
tvücchünyal? iti | tatra! yadbhavatoktam tvadiyavacasah Sunya- 
tvücchünyatà sarvabhavanam nopapadyata iti tanna / 

kim сапуаї / 

ya$ca pratityabhavo bhavanam Sunyatet i 

sa prokta!/ 

yaí$ca!* pratityabhavo bhavati hi tasy- 

asvabhavatvam//22// 


1 R omits the first ca, then reads prthagbhave “pi against the metre. 

2 he nasti matohabhutesu, R. 

३ vapi, T. 

4 ckanthojihvadantatalu®, R. 

5 R om. yatnesu nobhayasá. 

ह prthag vasti, R. 

7 одага, R. 

४ R adds evam before nanu. 

* R om. api. 

10 chünyam, रे. 

11 R om. tatra. 

м R om. bhaco and sa proktd; the restoration of the last word (brjod, T) is not 
certain. 

13 R om. yasca. ' 
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Siinyatartham ca bhavan ! bhavanamanavasaya pravrtta upalam- 
bham vaktum tvadvacanasya nihsvabhavatvadbhavanam ? svabha- 
vapratisedho nopapadyata iti / iha hi yah pratityabhavo bhavanam? 
sa Stinyata /-kasmat / nihsvabhavatvat / ye hi pratityasamutpanna 
bhavas te na sasvabhava bhavanti svabhavabhavat / kasmat’ / 
hetupratyayasapeksatvat5 / yadi hi svabhavato bhava bhaveyuh, 
pratyakhyayapi hetupratyayam ca® bhaveyuh / na caivam bhavanti / 
tasmannihsvabhava nihsvabhavatvzcchünya ityabhidhiyante | evam 
madiyamapi vacanam pratityasamutpannatvannihsvabhavam 7 
nihsvabhavatvacchunyamityupapannam / yatha ca pratityasamut- 
pannatvat svabhavasünya api? rathapataghatadayah svesu svesu 
karyesu kasthatrnamrttikaharane madhüdakapayasam dhàrane gita- 
vatatapaparitranaprabhrtisu vartante?, evamidam 1° madiyavacanam 
pratityasamutpannatvan!!nihsvabhavamapi?? ni hsvabhavatvaprasa- 
dhane bhavanam ™ vartate / tatra yaduktam nihsvabhavatvat 
tvadiyavacanasya $ünyatvam, Sunyatvattasya ca tena! sarvabha- 
vasvabhavapratisedho nopapanna iti tanna / 


1 Bhavan, R. 

* The text is uncertain; it seems correct to follow T as reproducing the wording 
of karika 1, R reads tvadvacanasya sünyatvát tvadvacanasya nihsvabhavatuad 
evam tvadvacanena nihsvabhavena bhavanam. С Suggests an original tvadvacanam 
sunyam niksvabhdvatvdt, tena nihsvabhavena bhavanam, which finds some confir- 
mation in the last sentence of the commentary on this verse. 

3 R reads pratitya bhavanam bhavah. 

4 tasmat, В; C om. kasmát. 

5 °pratyaydpeksa®, R. 

* Should ca be omitted ? 

7 *samutpannam tasmān nihsvabhāvam, T. 

* R om. api. i 

* For the restoration of this sentence it is advisable to follow C, which gives 
the text, except that it appears to read ?prabhrtiparitráne. T om. ratha, kastha- 
irnamrttikaà and prabhrtisu. R has kasthahanamrttikáharanam. ». dhdranam. 
Better perhaps rathaghatapatadayah, as suggested by T and the order of the 

"following locatives. Ë : е 
1* Т om. idam, substituting probably api. 
77 pratyayasamut?, R. 
13 R om. api. 
13 sádhanam Pratyayabhavanam, R. 
12 Т om. fünyatvam #йпуаїсй! tasya ca tena, but C apparently had the text also. 
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nirmitako nirmitakam mayapurusah sva- 
mayaya-srstam/ 

pratisedhayetal yadvat pratisedho ‘yam 
tathaiva вуйї//23// 


yathi nirmitakah puruso “пуат nirmitakam purusam kas- 
mimécidarthe vartamanam 2 pratisedhayet, mayakarena và srsto 
mayapurugo “пуат mayapurusam svamayaya srstam 3 kasmimécid- 
arthe vartaminam pratisedhayet, tatra yo nirmitakah purusah 
pratisidhyate so ‘pi‘ sünyah / yah pratisedhayati so ‘pi $ünyah? / 
yo mayapurusah pratisidhyate so ‘pi Sunyah / yah pratisedhayati 
so ‘pi $ünyah / evameva madvacanena Sunyenapi? sarvabhava- 
nam svabhavapratisedha upapannah | tatra yadbhavatoktam 8 
Sünyatvattvadvacanasya sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedho nopapanna 
iti tanna / tatra yo bhavata? satkotiko vada uktah so ‘pi tenaiva 10 
pratisiddhah / naiva hyevam sati na sarvabhavantargatam madva- 
canam, nastyasinyam 11, парі sarvabhava ašünyah 12 / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam 

atha sasvabhavametadvakyam pürva hata pratijña te / 

vaisamikatvam tasmin visesahetusca vaktavya iti // 


! pratisedhayate, R; but grammar and the commentary require the optative. 
For the verse cf. ММК, хуп, 31, 32. 

* So T, adding the necessary anyam from С. В has yathà nirmitakah purusam 
abhydsatam tu kascid arthena vartamànam. 

2 T omits svamayaya srstam, which should be quoted here from the verse; it is 
probably the phrase underlying R's reading, mayapurusa samanydva tan na. c 
omits the phrase both in the verse and here. 

* R om. api. 

5 R om. sünyah | yo. 

* R om. pratisidhyate so “pi sünyah | yah pratisedhayati so “pi. 

7 R om. api. 

१ Т om. bhavata. 

9 К om. tatra yo bhavatà. 

3० sa’ evam, R. 

n nasti sünyam, R. 

12 sünyah, R. 
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atrapi brümah / 

na svabhavikametadvakyam 
vadahanirme/ 

nasti ca vaisamikatvam 
na nigadyah//24// 


na tivanmamaitadvacanam 1 
pürvamuktam svabhavanupapannatvácchünyam- 
desa api sarva- 


tasmanna 


vi$esahetus$ca 


pratityasamutpannatvat svabhavo- 


papannam / yatha 
iti? / yasmaccedamapi madvacanam sinyam 
bhayah 3 sinyah, tasmannasti vaisamikatvam / yadi hi vayam 
brama idam vacanamasinyam sesah sarvabhavah $ünyàa iti tato 
vaisamikatvam syat 4 / na caitadevam / tasmanna vaisamikatvam | 


yasmacca vaisamikatvam na sambhavatidam vacanamasunyam 


gesah punah sarvabhavah Sunya iti, tasmadasmabhirvisesahe- 
turna® vaktavyo ‘nena hetunedam ? vacanamasinyam  sarva- 
bhavah punah ® $ünya iti / tatra yadbhavatoktam ? vadahaniste 
vaisamikatvam ca vi$esahetuéca tvaya vaktavya iti tanna / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam "° 

mā sabdavadityetatsyatte buddhirna caitadupapannam | 

sabdena hyatra sata bhavisyato varanam tasyeti // : 

atra brümah / 

ma gabdavaditi nayam drstanto yastvaya 

samarabdhah/ 

Sabdena! tacca $abdasya varanam nai- 


vamevaitat!*// 25 // 


1 R om. etad; possibly na tavad etan madvacanam. 
* R om. iti. 

उ Tom. sarva, but has it in the next sentence. 

* T adds api. 

5 T om. punah. 

° T om. °uisesa’. 
7 R om. hetund. 
з T om. punah. 
® T om. bhavata. 

10 T om. bhavatd. a 
11 R adds hi against the metre; alternatively read Sabdena hi tac chabdasya. 
12 naiva me vacah, R. 
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napyayamasmakam drstantah / yatha kaścinmā Sabdam karsiriti 
bruvan gabdameva karoti gabdam ca pratisedhayati, tadvat tacchü- 
пуат vacanam na 1 šünyatam pratisedhayati / kim Кагапат ] atra 
hi drstante $abdena sabdasya vyavartanam kriyate / na caitadevam | 
vayam brümo nihsvabhavah sarvabhava nihsvabhavatvacchünya 
iti? / kim Кагапат I 


naihsvabhavyanam cennaihsvabhavyena3 
viranam yadi hi/ 
naihsvabhavyanivrttau svabhavyam hi 
prasiddham syat //26// 


yatha mà $abdam karsiriti* gabdena Sabdasya vyavartanam 
kriyate, evam yadi naihsvabhavyena vacanena naihsvabhavyanam 
Бһауапат5 vyavartanam kriyate tato ‘yam drstanta upapannah 
syat / iha tu naihsvabhivyena vacanena bhavanam svabhava- 
pratisedhah kriyate / yadi ® naibsvabhavyena vacanena bhavanam ? 
naihsvabhàvyapratisedhah kriyate naihsvabhavyapratisiddhatvad- 
eva? bhavah® sasvabhava bhaveyuh | sasvabhavatvadagiinyah 
syuh / śūnyatām ca vayam bhivanimicaksmahe nastinyatamity- 
adrstanta evayamiti 10 / 


athava nirmitakayam yatha striyam 
striyamityasadgraham" / 
1 So T, supplying de before ltar in Tucci’s text, as Y's translation shows he had 
it; yadvat sünyena vacanena, R. 
है tvát tad asünyam iti, R. 
? Here and several times more in this passages R has naihsvabhavya. 
+ R от. Айту. 
5 R om. bhavanam. 
* R inserts evam before yadi. 
7 nihsvabhavanam, R. = 
* So T clearly; °pratisedhad eva, R. 
° R om bhaváh. 
10 T omits iti in both occurences here. 
М e.c.: striyam, В; T om. iyam. R misprints asahgraham; similarly in the 
commentary, 
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nirmitakah pratihanyat! kasyacidevam 

bhavedetat //27// 

athava yatha 2 kasyacitpurusasya nirmitakayam striyam svabha- 
vasünyayam paramarthatah striyamityasadgrahah 3 syat, evam 4 
tasyam tenasadgrahena sa? ragamutpadayet /5 tathagatena va 
tathagatasravakena” và nirmitako nirmitah syat / tathagata- 
dhisthanena va tathagatasravakadhisthanena và 8 sa 9 tasya tama- 
sadgraham vinivartayet / evameva nirmitakopamena $ünyena 
madvacanenal nirmitakastrisadráesu!! sarvabhavesu nihsvabhavesu 
yo ‘yam svabhavagrahah sa’? nivartyate | tasmadayamatra drstantah 
sünyataprasadhanam pratyupapadyamano 13 petarah / 

athava sadhyasamo yam heturna hi 

vidyate dhvaneh satta/ 

samvyavaharam ca vayam nanab hyupa- 


gamya kathayamah //28// 


mā Sabdavaditi sadhyasama evayam hetuh / kasmat | sarva- 
bhavanam naihsvabhavyenaviéistatvat 1* / na hi tasya dhvaneh 
pratityasamutpannatvat svabhavasatta vidyate / tasyah 1° svabha- 
vasattaya avidyamanatvadyaduktam 


éabdena hyatra sata bhavisyato varanam tasyeti tadvyahanyate / 


21 C omits nirmitakah pratihanyat in translating the verse. 
* R om. yatha. 
3 striyam, R. 


© R inserts tad yatha. 

7 tacchravakena, रे, but C supports Т. 

४ T omits the reference to adhisthdna, but C has it. 

9 R om. sa. 

10 R om. mad. 

11 osqdršyesu, R, which omits sarvabhàvegu. 

12 T om. ayam and sa. R adds the gloss, sa pratisidhyate. 

33 upapadyamano is odd, but occurs again at the end of the commentary on the 
next verse. 

14 ‘naihsvabhavyenad, R. 

35 T om. tasyah and has evam or tatha instead. 
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api са na vayam vyavaharasatyamanabhyupagamya vyavahara- 
satyam 1 pratyakhyaya kathayamah šünyah sarvabhāvā iti | na hi 
vyavaharasatyamanagamya Sakya dharmadesana kartum | yathoktam 
vyavaharamanasritya paramartho na desyate / 
paramarthamanagamya nirvanam nadhigamyata iti ® // 
tasmanmadvacanavacchünyah sarvabhavah sarvabhavanam ca 
nibsvabhavatvamubhayathopapadyamanamiti / 
yatpunarbhavatoktam 
pratisedhapratisedho 3 ‘pyevamiti matam bhavet tadasadeva 
evam tava pratijña laksanato düsyate na mameti // 
atra brümah / 


yadi kacana pratijüa syanme tata esa‘ 
me bhaveddosah/ 

nasti ca mama pratijñā tasmannaivasti 
me dosah // 29// 


yadi ca kacinmama pratijfid syat tato mama pratijfialaksana- 
praptatvatpürvako 5 doso yatha tvayoktastatha ९ mama syat / na 
mama kacidasti pratijfia / tasmat sarvabhavesu $ünyesvatyantopa- 
Santesu prakrtiviviktesu kutah pratijna” / kutah pratijriala- 
ksanapraptih 8 / kutah pratijnalaksanapraptikrto १ dosah / tatra 
yadbhavatoktam 20 tava 1! pratijnalaksanapraptatvattavaiva dosa 
iti tanna / 


1 Т om. vyavahárasatyam, which C has as well as R. R transposes anabhyu- 
pagamya and pratyakhyaya. 

2 This verse is MMK, xxiv, 10. 

3 pratisedhah pratisedhyo, R. 

1 tatra syat esa, R; the verse is quoted MMK, p. 16, where the editor reads eva 
against the MSS. z 

š R inserts sa before purvako; 'T may have read prirvamgamo. 

5 tvayoktam bhavdh tatha, R. T om. mama. 

7 R om. kutah pratijia. 

* T om. práptih, which is shown by C, and it adds api. 

* T seems to have had "Jaksanasambhavas ca. Would ?krte be better? 

१० Tom. bhavata. : 
11 R om. tava. 
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yatpunarbhavatoktam 

pratyaksena hi tavadyadyupalabhya vinivartayasi ! bhavan / 
tannasti pratyaksam bhava yenopalabhyante // 

anumanam pratyuktam pratyaksenagamopamane ca / 
anumanagamasadhya ye ‘rtha drstantasadhyasceti // 

atra vayam brümah / 


yadi kimcidupalabheyam? pravartayeyam 
nivartayeyam va/ 
pratyaksadibhirarthaistadabhavanme 'nu- 
palambha h //30//. 


yadyaham kamcidarthamupalabheyam 3 pratyaksanumanopamá- 
nagamaiscaturbhih * pramanai$caturpam va pramananamanyata- 
mena 5, ata eva ९ pravartayeyam va nivartayeyam và / yathartham- 
evaham kamcinnopalabhe? tasmanna pravartayami na nivartayami / 
tatraivam sati yo bhavatopalambha ukto yadi pratyaksadinam 
pramananamanyatamenopalabhya bhavanvinivartayasi 8 nanu tani ° 
ргатапапі na santi tai$ca pramanairapi!? gamya artha na santiti !! 
sa me bhavatyevanupalambhah / i 

kim cānyat / 


yadi ca  pramanataste!? tesam  tesüm 
prasiddhirarthānām / 


1 R om vi. 
2 upalabheya would be better here and in the commentary; the verse is quoted 
MMK, p. 16. 
з himcid, R. 
4 R om. managamats ca. 
® anyatamanyatamena, R. 
* evam, R. 
? R's MS. omits nivartayeyam và | yathd, and then has artham evdham kimcin 
nopalabhate. - 
* R adds iti. 
® bhavatoktüni, R. 
30 T om-pramdnair api. 
И от. na santi. 


22 Rom. te; T omits one tesam and adds eva, as if reading pramanata eva bhavatas 
tesam. - 
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tesam punah prasiddhim brihi katham 
te! pramananam//3i// 


yadi ca pramanatastesam 2 tesamarthanam prameyanam prasid- 
dhim 3 manyase yatha manairmeyanam 4, tesamidànim pratya- 
ksanumanopamanagamanam caturnam pramananam kutah prasid- 
dhih | yadi tavannispramananam ргаталапат syatprasiddhih 5, 
pramanato ‘rthanam prasiddhiriti hiyate pratijria / tathapi ९ / 


anyairyadi pramanaih pramanasiddhir- 
bhavettadanavastha’/ 


yadi punarmanyase pramanaih prameyanam prasiddhistesam 
pramananamanyaih pramanaih prasiddhirevamanavasthaprasan- 
gah १ / anavasthaprasange ko dosah ° / 


nadeh siddhistatrasti naiva madhyasya 
nantasya // 32 // 
10anavasthaprasanga ādeh siddhirnasti | kim karanam / tesamapi 


tesam, К. 
T omits опе tesám and has eva instead. 
R om. pra. 
R inserts tatha. . 
So В, after substituting pramananam for pramánair and cutting out an inter- 
polation which consists of 32 cd and the first words of the commentary on it. 
C is word for word the same as the text, but T, which is corrupt at the end, reads 
yadi tàvat tesam pramananam anyaih pramanaih prasiddhih syát, or prasiddhir na 
syat, according as one reads уой par hgrub la or med par hgrub la. The argument 
is that according to the Naiyayika system the principle is that arthas can only be 
proved by pramanas ; but the pramánas are themselves arthas, and therefore if they 
are not proved by other pramanas, the principle does not hold. But this is 
repeated under karika 33, and the text seems to have already been out of order by 
C's time, as it has the argument of 32 ab in the commentary under 30 and does not 
treat 32 as a karika. It might therefore be better to omit the entire sentence. 
Note that Vatsyayana in the opening of his bhdsya on the Nydyasiitras puts the 
function of the pramanas in different Janguage, so that his statements could not be 
twisted in the way Nagarjuna twists his opponenv's views here. 

* athápi, T. 

7 e.c.: bhavaty anavasthd, R, one mora short. The optative is required, but T 
gives no help for the missing syllable. 

* R om. evam; ity evam would be better. 

° T adds tatraivam brimah. Ё १ 

१० R adds asya at the beginning. 


1 
2 
3 
4 
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hi pramananamanyaih pramanaih prasiddhistesamanyairiti 1 nasty- 
adih / aderasadbhavat kuto madhyam kuto ‘ntah / tasmattesam 
pramananamanyaih pramanaih prasiddhiriti yaduktam tannopa- 
padyata ? iti / 

tesamatha pramana irvina prasiddhirv i- 

hiyate vadah, 

vaisamikatvam tasminvi$esa hetu$ca vak- 

tavyah//33// 

atha manyase tesam pramananam vina pramanaih 3 prasiddhih, 
prameyanam punararthanam pramanaih prasiddhiriti, evam sati 
yaste vadah pramanaih prasiddhirarthanam iti sa 4 hiyate / vaisa- 
mikatvam ca bhavati kesamcidarthanim pramanaih prasiddhih 
kesamcinneti / visesahetuáca vaktavyo yena hetuna kesamcidartha- 
nam pramanaih prasiddhih kesamcinneti | sa ca nopadistah 5 / 
tasmadiyamapi kalpana nopapanneti ® | 

atráha / pramananyeva? svütmanam paratmanam са prasa- 
dhayanti / yathoktam ` 

dyotayati svatmanam yatha hutasastatha paratmanam l 

svaparatmanavevam prasadhayanti pramanantti // 
yathagnih svatmanam paratmanam ca prakašayati tathaiva pra- 
manani prasadhayanti š svatmanam paratmanam ceti / 

atrocyate / 

visamopanyaso 'yam na hyatmanam pra- 

ka$ayatyagnih/ 

na hi tasyanupalabdhirdrsta tamasiva 

kumbhasya //34// 


1 T has atra for iti. 

2 R om. iti yad uktam tan, but C supports Т. 

3 T adds api. 

* R om. sa. 

5 sd ca nopadistà, R. 

© T om. yam and iti, 

7 R adds mama. ; 

5 R omits from iti at the end of the verse to prasadhayanti inclusive, having 
simply param iva. 
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visama evopanyaso 'gnivat pramanani svàtmanam ca prasadha- 
yanti paritmanam са prasadhayantiti ! / па hyagniratmanam 
prakasayati ° / yatha pragevagninaprakasitastamasi kumbho nopala- 
bhyate 'thottarakalamupalabhyate 3 *gnina prakasitah san, evameva 
yadyaprakaéitah pragagnistamasi sydd‘uttarakdlamagneh prakā- 
Sanam syat, atah svatmanam prakasayet / na caitadevam 5 / tas- 
madiyamapi kalpana nopapadyata iti 6 / 

kim сапуаї / 

yadi ca? svatmánamayam tvadvacanena 

prakasayatyagnih! 

paramiva nanvatmünam paridhaksyatyapi 

hutàésah?*//35// 

yadi ca tvadvacanena yatha paratmanam prakasayatyagnir- 
evameva svatmanamapi prakasayati १, nanu yatha paratmanam 
dahatyevameva svatmanamapi dhaksyati!? / na caitadevam / tatra 
yaduktam parátmünamiva svatmanamapi!! prakasayatyagnirit 
tanna / 

kim canyat / 

yadi ca svaparatmaánau tvadvacanena 

prakasayatyagnih/ 

pracchadayisyati tamah svaparatmanaui 

hutāśa iva!*/[36]| 


yadi ca bhavato matena svapardtmanau prakasayatyagnih, 


1 T has merely sevaparátmánau prasadhayantiti. 

२ R adds yadi ki at the beginning. 

3 'T om. atha. 

* yady agninà na prakdsitah pràg agnir nah sydd, R. 

5 R om. ca. 

* T om. tasmad and iti, К nopapadyanta. 

१ R omits ca required by the metre; cf. the commentary. 

3 So R, leaving the line two morac short; T does not give any extra word. Sce 
P. 3 supra. 

१ R adds agnir tti. 

10 R adds ifi. 

u R om. api. 

" Cf. ММК, vit, 12 
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nanvidanim tatpratipaksabhütam (ато! ‘pi svaparatmanau cha- 
dayet / na caitad drstam 2 | tatra yaduktam svaparatmanau praka- 
Sayatyagniriti tanna / 

kim canyat / 


nasti tamagca jvalane yatra ca tisthati 


paratmani? jvalanah/ 
kurute katham prakagam sa hi prakaso 


ndhakaravadhah// 37 // 


iha сарпай nasti tamo napi ca yatragnistatrasti tamah / prakasa$ca 
nama tamasah pratighatah / yasmaccagnau 4 nasti tamo napi ca 
yatragnistatrasti tamah, tatra kasya? tamasah pratighatamagnih 
karoti yasya pratighatadagnih © svaparatmanau prakasayatiti” / 

atraha® / nanu? yasmadevam 10 nagnau tamo ‘sti napi yatragnis- 
tatra tamo ‘sti, tasmadeva!! svaparatmanau na prakasgayatyagnih 
kutah!? / tena hyutpadyamanenaivagnina tamasah pratighatah!* | 
tasmannagnau tamo ‘sti napi yatragnistatra tamo ‘sti, yasmadut- 
padyamana evobhayam prakasayatyagnih svatmanam paratmanam 
ceti / atrocyate / 


utpadyamana eva prakaSayatyagnirity- 
asadvadah/ 


1 nanu idanim pratipaksabhütatamo, R; T omits idānīm and гато; C has tamo. 

2 So C; naitad isfam, R; na caitad evam, Т. 

3 sadatmani, R; 8207 па (= paratra), T; “ and іп the place where (fire) itself 
and another are present”, С. For the verse cf. MMK, уп, 9. 

4 e.c.; tasmdc, T; “if”, C. R omits from yasmác to tatrasti tamah inclusive. 

5 katham asya, R. 

© Кот. agnih. 

7 T om. iti. 

* R om. atra, 

* R substitutes yat for nanu. 

10 T omits evam; which C has. 

n yasmád evam, R; T has dropped a word and may have had yasmad eva or 
tasmád eva, but the latter alone is possible. 

12 R puts kutah at the end of next sentence, but T shows a question and C has no 
negative, so that the text reading alone meets the case. 

12 pratigrahah, R. 
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utpadyamana eva. prapnoti tamo na hi 

һиїа$аһ1//38// 

ayamagnirutpadyamana eva prakasayati svatmanam paratmanam 
ceti nayamupapadyate vadah / kasmat / na hyutpadyamana 
evagnistamah prapnoti, apraptatvannaivopahanti tamasascanupa- 
ghatannasti prakasah / 

kim canyat / 

aprapto 'pi jvalano yadi va punarandha- 

karamupahanyat/ 

sarvesu lokadhatusu tamo yamiha® 

samsthito hanyat?//39]/| 


athapi manyase “prapto ‘pyagnirandhakaramupahantiti nanv- 
idanimiha * samsthito ‘gnih sarvalokadhatusthamupahanisyati 
tamastulyamayamapraptah 5 / na caitadevam drstam 5 / tasmad- 
aprapyaivagnirandhakaramupahantiti yadistam tanna / 

kim canyat / 

yadi svata$ca" pramanasiddhiranapeksya 

tava? prameyani/ 

bhavati pramanasiddhirna parapeksa 

svatah siddhih?//4o// 


yadi cágnivat svatah pramanasiddhiriti manyase, anapeksyapi 
prameyanarthan!? pramananam prasiddhirbhavisyatil! / kim kāra- 


1 Cf. ММК, уп, 10. 

2 ya iha, Т. 

३ samsthita upahanyat, R, against the metre. Cf. ММК, уп, 11, for the verse. 

4 "Г om. idanim. 

5 fulyáyüm apraptah, R; this use of tulyam seems to have no parallel, but there 
is no other way of reconstructing T from R, as the palaeographically better tulyo 
*yam is hardly possible. 

© T om. drstam, which C has. 

7 yadi ca svatah, रे, against the metre. 

१ te, R, against the metre. 

? parapeksa hi siddhir iti, २; C, which apparently misunderstood the verse, 
has тагай twice. Cf. with the arguments of verses 40-50, ММК, x, 8-12. 

1० prameyani, В. 
n Rom. pra and adds iti at the end. 
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nam / na hi svatah siddhih* paramapeksate | athüpeksate na 
svatah siddhih ? / 

atraha yadi nàpeksante prameyanarthan pramanani ko doso 
bhavisyatiti / atrocyate / - 

anapeksya hi prameyànarthan yadi te 

pramanasiddhiriti?/ 

na bhavanti kasyacidevamimani tani‘ 

pramanani// 4x // 

yadi prameyanarthananapeksya prasiddhirbhavati$ pramananam- 
ityevam tanimani® pramanani na kasyacit pramanani? bhavanti | 
evam dosah / atha kasyacidbhavanti? pramanani naivedanimana- 
peksya prameyanarthan pramanani bhavanti | 

atha matamapeksya siddhistesamityatra 

bhavati ko dosah?/ х 

siddhasya sadhanam syannasiddho ‘pe- 

ksate hyanyat//42// 

athapi matamapeksya prameyanarthan pramananam siddhir- 
bhavatiti, evam!? siddhasya pramanacatustayasya sadhanam bha- 
vati! / kim karanam?? / na hyasiddhasyarthasyapeksanam bhavati / 
na hyasiddho devadattah kamcidarthamapeksate / na ca siddhasya 
sadhanamistam krtasya karananupapatteriti 13 / 


1 R om. siddhih. 

2 prasiddhih, R. 

3 е.с.; pramanasiddhir bhavati, R, against the metre. T does not show itt, 
But cf. the commentary. 

* К om. tani. 

5 siddhir, R. 

© Rom. evam; T om. tani and adds te instead. 

* T adds api. 

* T adds arthasya after kasyacid, but C evidently did not have it, as it under- 
stands kasyacid to mean “‘ of a certain man ”. 

® iti a bhavato ko dosah, R. 

10 R adds hi sati and T te. 

п R adds iti. 

1* T omits kin káranam, which C has. 

25 Rararanam anupa?, R. T om. iti. 
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kim canyat / 

sidhyanti hi prameydnyapeksya yadi sarva- 

tha pramanani/ 

bhavati prameyasiddhirnaüpeksyaiva! pra- 

mananij// 43 // 

yadi prameyanyapeksya pramanani sidhyanti nedànim pra- 
mananyapeksya prameyani sidhyanti / kim karanam / na hi 
sadhyam sadhanam sadhayati sadhanani ca kila prameyanam 
pramanani 2 / 

kim canyat / 


yadi ca prameyasiddhirnapeksyaiva? 
bhavati pramanani/ 
kim te pramanasiddhya tani yadartham 


prasiddham' tat//44// 


yadi ca manyase “napeksyaiva pramanani ргатеуапат prasid- 
dhirbhavatiti kimidanim* te pramanasiddhya paryanvistaya / kim 
karanam / yadartham hi tani pramanani paryanvisyeran te prameya 
artha vinapi® pramanaih siddhah | tatra kim ९ pramanaih krtyam | 

atha. tu pramanasiddhirbhavatyape- 

ksyaiva te prameyàni/ 

vyatyaya evam sati te dhruvam pra- 

тапаргатеуапӣт // 45 // 


athapi” manyase ‘peksyaiva prameyanarthan pramanani bhavan- 
titi? mà bhütpürvoktadosa iti krtva, evam te sati vyatyayah 


1 anapeksyaiva, R, against the metre and commentary. 

2 pramayanam prameyani, T, but C also has the text. 

३ anapeksyaiva, R, against the metre, but ndpeksya here must be understood as 
a compound equivalent to anapeksya. 

4 or bhavatiti kim i? are apparently missing in R's MS. (Owing to damage at 
the end of the line?) 

5 R om. afi. 

6 T adds te, which is not in C. 
R om. api. 


१ R omits iti and adds evam hi sati. 
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pramanaprameyanam bhavati / pramanani te prameyani bhavanti 
prameyaih sadhitatvat! / prameyani ca pramanani è bhavanti 
pramananam sadhakatvat / 
atha te pramanasiddhya prameyasiddhih 
prameyasiddhya ca/ 
bhavati pramanasiddhirnastyubhayasyapi 
te siddhih//46// 
atha manyase pramanasiddhya prameyasiddhirbhavati pramana- 
peksatvat ३ prameyasiddhya ca pramanasiddhirbhavati prameya- 
peksatvaditi, evam te satyubhayasyapi siddhirna bhavati * / kim 
karanam š / 
sidhyanti hi pramanairyadi prameyani 
tani taireva/ 
sadhyani ca prameyaistani katham sā- 
dhayisyanti//47// a 
yadi hi pramanaih prameyani sidhyanti tani ca ргатапапі 
taireva prameyaih sadhayitavyani nanvasiddhesu prameyesu kāra- 
nasyasiddhatvadasiddhani katham sadhayisyanti prameyani 7 / 
sidhyanti ca prameyairyadi р rama nani 
tani taireva, 
sadhyani ca pramanaistani? katham 
sadhayisyanti// 48 // 
yadi ca? prameyaih pramanani sidhyanti tani ca prameyani 
taireva pramanaih sadhayitavyani 1% nanvasiddhesu pramanesu 
karanasyasiddhatvadasiddhani katham sadhayisyanti pramanani / 
! prasadhitateat, T. 
* R interchanges prameyani and pramanani. 
3 T may read pramanapeRsaya, and similarly at the end of the next clause. 
* R om. bhavati. 
* R om. kim kara. 
* R om. ca. 
* R adds йт. 
* prameyais tani, В. 


* R om. ca. 
3० R adds ifi. 
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pitra yadyutpadyah putro yadi tena 
caiva putrena/ 

utpadyah sa yadi -pita vada tatrotpa- 
dayati kah Кат // 49 // 


yathapi nama 1 kašcid bruyatpitra putra utpadaniyah sa са pita 
tenaiva? putrenotpadaniya iti, tatredanim 3 brühi kena ka ut- 
padayitavya iti’ / tathaiva khalu® bhavan braviti pramanaih 
prameyani sadhayitavyani tanyeva ca punah © pramanani taireva 7 
prameyairitis, tatredanim te katamaih katamani sadhayitavyani 10 / 


ka$ca pita kah putrastatra tvam brühi! 
tavubhavapi ca/ 
pitrputralaksanadharau yato bhavati no 
tra samdehah?2//50// 


tayosca pürvopadistayoh pitrputrayoh ? katarah putrah katarah 
pita / ubhavapi tavutpadakatvat pitrlaksanadharavutpadyatvacea 
putralaksanadharau / atra nah samdeho bhavati katarastatra pita 
katarah™ putra iti /evameva yanyetani bhavatah pramanaprameyani 
tatra katarani pramanani katarani prameyani / ubhayanyapi hyetani 
sadhakatyat 1? pramanani!9 sadhyatvat prameyanii’ / atra nah 


i T omits nama, and R adds yad before yathapt. 
* R om. tenaiva. 
3 T om. tdanim. 
4 R om. iti. 
5 T om khalu. 
5 T om. ca or punah. 
7 R om. 7 eva. 
3 R om. iti, and T adds sadhayitavyant before it. 
° T om. iddnim. 
Y? prasadhayitavyani, T. 
11 ‘R adds katham. 
13 yato na putrasamdehah, रे, against the metre and commentary; T has tato 
for yato. 
13 pitaputrayoh vada, रे. 
™ R adds tatra. 
15 R omits sddhakatvat, and Т has prasadhakatvat. 
16 R adds tani prameyaui. 
77 R adds iti. 
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samdeho bhavati kataranyatra! pramanani katarani prameyaniti? / 


naiva svatah prasiddhirna parasparatah 


parapramanairva?/ 
na^ bhavati na ca prameyairna сару- 
akasmat pramananam// 51 // 


na svatah prasiddhih pratyaksasya tenaiva pratyaksena, anuma- 
nasya tenaivanumanena, upamünasya tenaivopamanena, аратаѕуа 
tenaivagamena | napi parasparatah pratyaksasyanumanopamana- 
gamaih, anumanasya pratyaksopamanagamaih, upamanasya pra- 
tyaksanumanagamaih, ágamasya pratyaksanumanopamanaih / парі 
pratyaksanumanopamanagamanamanyaih* pratyaksanumanopama- 
nagamairyathasvam / napi prameyaih samastavyastaih svavisayapa- 
ravisayasamgrhitaih ९ / napyakasmat | napi " samuccayenaitesam 5 
karananam pürvoddistánàm vimsattrimsaccatvarimésatsatvimsater- 
va? / tatra yaduktam 10 pramanadhigamyatvat prameyanam bha- 
vanam santi ca tell prameya bhavastani ca pramanani yaiste!? 
pramanaih prameya bhavah 13 samadhigata iti tanna / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam / 

kusalanam dharmanam dharmavasthavidasca manyante | 

kusalam janah svabhavam 14 gesesvapyesa viniyoga iti // 

atra brümah / 


1 T om. atra. 

2 T om. iti. 

3 R om. para. 

* R om. za. 

5 ogamád anyaih, К. 

® eisa[ya]tágrhitaih, R. 

7 nasti, К. 

* Both C and T take napi samuccayena as a seperate clause und evidently began 
the next one with naitesam, but this seems bad sense. 

१ ovimsatir vd, र. If C and T's division is accepted, one should read viméati- 
bhir (palaeographically better than °vimsatyd). 

19 T adds bhavata. 

u R has tu for te. 

12 R reads tu for te. 

3 R adds santas са bhavah. 

74 janasvabhdvam manyante, R. 
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kusalanam dharmanam dharmavasthavido 
bruvanti yadi!/ Ç 
kušalam2 svabhavamevam pravibhage- 
nabhidheyah взуаї//52// 


kusalinim dharmanam dharmavasthavidah kušalam svabha- 
vam 3 manyante / sa ca bhavata pravibhagenopadestavyah syat / 
ayam sa kusalah svabhavah / ime te kusala dharmah 4 / idam 
tatkusalam vijñanam / ayam ѕа kusalavijfianasvabhavah / evam 
sarvesam / na caitadevam drstam® / tasmadyaduktam yathasvam- 
upadistah 7 svabhavo dharmanamiti tanna / 

kim canyat / 


yadi ca pratitya kuśalah svabhāva ut- 
padyate sa kuśalānām/ 

dharmanam parabhavah svabhāva evam 
katham bhavati//53// 


yadi ca ku$alanam dharmānām svabhāvo hetupratyayasamagrim 
pratityotpadyate sa? parabhavadutpannah kusalanam dharmanam 
katham svabhavo bhavati | evamevakusalaprabhrtinam!? / tatra 
yaduktam kusalinám!! dharmanam Ки$а!аһ svabhàvo 'pyupa- 
distah 12, evamakusaladinam cakusaladiriti 19 tanna | 

kim canyat / ' 


1 bruvate yat, R, against the metre; the text follows the indications of C, but 
"T has ga? (yat) and an optative would be better. Possibly therefore bruviran yat. 

2 kusala, R. 

з janasvabhavam, R. 

५ R adds iti. 

5 Капа T omit sa, required by the context. 

® na caitad upadistam, T; but C as in text and R. 

* C and R omit yathisvam, which seems required. 

५ eva, К. 

9 R om. sa. 

१० 'T adds something like yuktam. 

u kusalavyakrtanam па, В. 

12 R om. ‘py u. 

13 R omits ca, and T adds swabhava evopadistah. 
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atha na pratitya kimcitsvabhava utpa- 

dyate sa ku$alanam/ 

dharmanamevam syadvaso na 

ryasya? // 54 // 

atha manyase na kimcitpratitya kugalanam dharmanam kugalah? 
svabhava utpadyate, evamakusalanam dharmanamakusalah, avya- 
krtanamavyakrta 3 iti, evam satyabrahmacaryavaso bhavati / kim 
karanam / pratityasamutpadasya hyevam sati pratyakhyanam 
bhavati / pratityasamutpadasya pratyakhyanat pratityasamut- 
padadaréana'pratyakhyanam bhavati / na hyavidyamanasya pra- 
tityasamutpadasya dar$anamupapadyamanam bhavati / asati pra- 
tityasamutpadadar$ane dharmadar$anam na bhavati / uktam hi 
bhagavata yo hi bhiksavah pratityasamutpadam pasyati sa dharmam 
pasyatiti 5 / dharmadarsanabhavad brahmacaryavasabhavah / 

athava pratityasamutpadapratyakhyanadduhkhasamudayapratya- 
khyanam bhavati / pratityasamutpado hi duhkhasya samudayah / 
duhkhasamudayasya pratyakhyanadduhkhapratyakhyanam bha- 
vati / asati hi samudaye tatkuto ९ duhkham samudesyati / duhkha- 
pratyakhyanat ? samudayapratyakhyanacca duhkhanirodhasya pra- 
tyakhyanam bhavati 8 / asati hi duhkhasamudaye ° kasya praha- 
nannirodho bhavisyati / [duhkhanirodhapratyakhyananmargasya 
pratyakhyanam bhavati]!? / азай hi duhkhanirodhe kasya 
praptaye marge bhavisyati duhkhanirodhagami | evam caturnam- 
aryasatyanamabhavah / tesamabhavac!chramanyaphalabhavah / 


brah таса - 


1 Cf. MMK, xxiv, 18-30, for this passage. 

3 kusala, В. 

3 T abridpes the two last clauses to evam cakusaladinam, 
* "darsanam, R; should it be °darsanasya? 

> R om. iti. Quotation from the Salistambasütra. 

* T om. tat. 

* К om. pratyakhyanat. 

° R om. bhar'ati. 

* T takes this compound as a dvandva. 

२० Neither C, T, nor R have this sentence, which is essential to the context. 
11 R omits ण tesam abhava?, and has Dya? only instead. 
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satyadarsanacchramanya'phalani hi samadhigamyante ? | $rama- 
nyaphalanamabhavadabrahmacaryavasa iti 3 / 
kim canyat / 
пааһагто dharmo va samvyavaharasca 
laukika na syuh/ 
nityasca sasvabhavah? syurnityatvad- 
ahetumatah/55// 


evam sati pratityasamutpádam pratyacaksanasya bhavatah ko 
dosah prasajyate / dharmo na bhavati / adharmo na bhavati / 
samvyavaharasca laukika na bhavanti* / kim karanam | pratityasam- 
utpannam  hyetatsarvamasati °  pratityasamutpade kuto bha- 
visyati? / api ca sasvabhávo 8 ‘pratityasamutpanno | nirhetuko 
nityah syat / kim karanam? / nirhetuka hi bhava!? nityah / Usa eva 
cabrahmacaryavasah prasajyeta !? / svasiddhantavirodhasca 13 / 
kim karanam / anitya hi bhagavata sarve samskara nirdistah / te 
sasvabhavanityatvannitya 14 hi bhavanti / 


evamakusa'»lesvavyakrtesu nairyanika- 
१1३०१ ca dosah/ 
tasmatsarvam samskrtamasamskrtam ‘te 
bhavatyeva // 56 // 


! ?darsanádisráma", R. 
2 R om. hi sama. 
3 “T от. iti. 
* So C, rightly as the commentary shows; sarvabhavah, R; sarvadharmak, Т. 
For the first line cf. MMK, xxiv, 33-36. 
3 sambhavanti, R. 
6 T adds tasmin. 
7 sambhavisvati, ' possibly. 
s C, Гапа R agree on the reading; se. bhavah? 
१ T omits kim karanam, but C shows it. 
19 T omits Бласа, which C has. 
11 R adds tatra. 
2 T omits prasajyeta, and R puts a danda before it, 
T om. sva, and R om. ca. 
R omits sa, which C and T have. 
esa cdkusa", R, against the metre, 
nairyanadisu, R. 
* evam, R. 


15 
16 
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yašcaisa kušalesu dharmesu 1 nirdistah kalpah sa evakusalesu, 
sa evavyakrtesu, sa eva nairyanikaprabhrtisu 2 / tasmatte? sarvam- 
idam samskrtamasamskrtam sampadyate / kim karanam / hetau 
hyasatyutpadasthitibhanga na bhavanti / utpadasthitibhaügesv- 
asatsu 4 samskrtalaksanabhavat sarvam samskrtamasamskrtam sam- 
padyate / tatra yaduktam kusaladinam bhavanam svabhavasadbhà- 
vadasünyah sarvabhava iti tanna / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam 

yadi ca na bhavetsvabhavo dharmanam nihsvabhava ityeva 5 / 

nāmāpi bhavennaivam ® nama hi nirvastukam nastiti // 

atra brimah 7 / 


yah sadhbhütam namatra& briyatsa- 
svabhava ityevam/ 
bhavata prativaktavyo nama brimasca 


na vayam tat//57// 


o namatra? sadbhütam  brüyatsasvabhava iti sa bhavatd 
prativaktavyah syat | yasya sadbhütam !0 nama svabhavasya 
tasmattenapi svabhavena sadbhütena bhavitavyam™ / na hyasad- 
bhütasya svabhavasya!? sadbhitam nama bhavatiti'? / na punar- 
vayam nama sadbhütam brümah / tadapi hi bhavasvabhavasya- 


1 R omits dharmesu, which C also has. 

2 R adds dosak, not in C or T; T adds api or ca. ` 
3 R om. te. 

* tego asatsu, T. 

5 bhavanam na svabhava ity evam, R. 

* bhaved evam, R. 

7 R om. iti | atra brumah. 

* е.с.; Rand T om. atra. 

* R om. atra. 

10 sadbhuta, R. 

21 This is R's version of the sentence, but tasmdt is clumsy; C simplifies and gives 
no help; T had something like yady asadbhiito namavatah svabhdvas tasmat tenapi 
namnasadbhitasvabhavena bhavitavyam. 

12 T om. svabhavasya. 

9 T om. iti. 
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bhavannama nihsvabhavam!, tasmacchinyam 2, śūnyatvādasad- 


bhütam / tatra yadbhavatoktam namasadbhavatsadbhitah svabhava 
iti tanna | . 


kim canyat / 


namasaditi ca yadidam tatkim nu sato 
bhavatyutapyasatah?/ 

yadi hi sato yadyasato  dvidhapi te 
hiyate vadah//58/ 


yaccaitannamasaditi tatkim sato “sato va^ / yadi hi satas tan- 
nama” yadyasata ubhayathapi pratijna hiyate / tatra yadi tavatsato 
namasaditi ® pratijia hiyate | na hidanim tadasadidanim sat / 
athasato ‘saditi? пата 8, asadbhütasya nama na bhavati? | 
tasmadya pratijna ndmnah J sadbhütah svabhava iti sa hina / 
kim canyat / 


sarvesam  bhavanam  Á $ünyatvam copa- 
paditam. pürvam/ 

sa upalambhastasmadbhavatyayam ca- 
pratijüayahJ//59// 


iha casmabhih pürvameva sarvesam bhavanam  vistaratah 
ginyatvamupapaditam / tatra pran nàmno ‘pi $ünyatvamuktam | 
sa bhavanasünyatvam!! parigrhya parivrtto vaktum yadi bhavanam 


! R omits bhdva before suabhdva and reads nihsvabhdvatuat 
R om. tasmdc, but should the reading be nihsvabhavatudc, as suggested by the 

readings in the previous note? 

3 e.c.; utásatali, R, against the metre; the alternative uta vasatak would also be 
unmetrical. 

4 satah asatoh, R. 

5 R om. tan. 

© “ayat sat ° asad itr, R. 

7 athasat asad iti, R. 

६ R inserts ya pratijiid wrongly here instead of in the next sentence. 

» R adds astituasvabhéua iti. 

10 R orn. ya pratijnà naninah. 

1! sambhavam astinyatvam, R: C as in text: T omits the entire sentence. 
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svabhavo na syadasvabhava iti namapidam na syaditi? tasmad- 
apratijio?palambho * “yam bhavatah sampadyate / na hi vayam 
nama sadbhütamiti brümah / 

4yatpunarbhavatoktam Е 

atha vidyate svabhavah sa са dharmanam na vidyate tasmat / 

dharmairvina svabhavah sa yasya tadyuktamupadestumiti // 


atra brümah 5 | 


atha vidyate svabhavah sa ca dharma- 
nam na vidyata itidam | 

agankitam yaduktam bhavatyanasankitam 
тасса //60// 2 


па hi vayam dharmanam svabhavam pratisedhayamo dharma- 
vinirmuktasya va kasyacidarthasya svabhavamabhyupagacchamah | 
nanvevam sati ya 5 upalambho bhavato yadi dharma nihsvabhavah 
kasya khalvidanimanyasyarthasya dharmavinirmuktasya svabhavo 
bhavati sa yuktamupadestumiti ? dürapakrstamevaitadbhavati, upa- 
lambho na bhavati ? / j 

9yatpunarbhavatoktam 

sata eva pratisedho nasti ghato geha ityayam yasmat / 

drstah pratisedho *yam satah svabhavasya te tasmaditi // 


atra brümah / 


sata eva pratisedho yadi sinyatvam 
nanu prasiddham'"idam/ 


1 C seems to have misunderstood and translates as if reading asvabhavam nama 
syat. 

3 tasmad prati?, R. 

3 T adds api. 

४ TT inserts anyac ca. 

5 R om. iti | atra brumah. 

¢ T om. ya. 

7 edistam iti, К. 

° R om. upalambho na bhavati. 

* T inserts anyac ca. 

10 папо apratisiddham, R, against the metre. 
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pratisedhayate hi bhavan bhavanam 
nihsvabhavatvam // бг // 


yadi sata eva pratisedho bhavati nasato bhavamsca sarvabhava- 
nam! nihsvabhavatvam pratisedhayati, nanu prasiddham 2 sarva- 
bhavanam nihsvabhavatvam / tvedvacanena pratisedhasadbhavan ? 
nihsvabhavatvasya ca sarvabhavanam pratisiddhatvat prasiddha 
Sunyata 4 | 


pratisedhayase ‘thas tvam  $ünyatvam 
tacca nasti $ünyatvam/ 

pratisedhah sata iti te nanvesa? vi- 
hiyate vadah//62// 


atha? pratisedhayasi tvam sarvabhavanam nihsvabhavatvam 
$ünyatvam nasti tacca $ünyatvam, ya tarhi te pratijfid satah 
pratisedho bhavati nasata iti sa hina | 

kim canyat / 


pratisedhayámi naham kimcit  pratise- 
dhyamasti na ca kimcit/ 
tasmatpratisedhayasityadhilaya esa? tvaya 
kriyate//63 // 


3yadyaham kimcitpratisedhayami tatastadapi tvaya?° yuktameva 
vaktum syat | na caivaham kimcitpratisedhayami, yasmanna 11 


1 R от. bhavdms ca sarva. 

२ pratisiddham, रि. 

३ R adds yasi tvam after pratisedha. 

4 pratisiddhà siinyeti, R. 

5 osedhayase atha, R; alternatively read sedhayasy atha. 

* R om. sa. 

7 R adds snyatvam. 2 

8 eva, R. Adhilaya (preferably read skur pa for bkur pa іп Т), “ calumny”, 
seems to be known only from Madhyamika works; cf. MMK, Index s.v. 

° R inserts evam api tu kriva. 

1० R om. tad api toaya ; pratisedhayeyam would be better grammar than pratise- 
dhayami. ; Ё 

11 tasman па, К. The text follows Т in dividing the sentences, but it would be 
possible to take yasman with the following tasmác. 
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kimcitpratiseddhavyamasti / tasmacchünyesu sarvabhavesvavi- 
dyamane pratisedhye pratisedhe ca? pratisedhayasityesa tvaya- 
prastuto ? ‘dhilayah kriyata iti 4 / 

Syatpunarbhavatoktam 

atha nasti sa svabhavah kim nu pratisidhyate tvayanena / 

vacanenarte vacanatpratisedhah sidhyate hyasata iti 9 // 

atra brümah / 


yaccaharte? vacanadasatah pratisedha- 
vacanasiddhiriti/ 

atra jnapayate vagasaditi tanna prati- 
nihanti//64/]/ 


yacca bhavan braviti, rte “pi? vacanadasatah pratisedhah 
prasiddhah, tatra kim nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ityetattvadvaca- 
nam? karotiti, atra brümah / nihsvabhavah sarvabhava!? ityetat- 
khalu vacanam na nihsvabhavaneva!! sarvabhavan karoti / kimtv-- 
азай svabhave bhava nihsvabhava iti 12 jnapayati / tadyatha '? 
kascidbruyadavidyaminagrhe devadatte ‘sti ७ grhe devadatta iti / 
tatrainam kascitpratibriyan nastiti / na tadvacanam devadatta- 


1 T adds ca or api after kimcit. 

® R om. pratisedhe ca, but C has it too. 

3 e.c.; tuaydtra sadbhiito, R. ‘I’ does not show atro, and its thog tu mi babs pa 
means something like “ missing the mark”, “not meeting the case", and C 
translates “ contrary to reason and perverse". In view of R's extraordinary 
distortions the conjectural restoration is palaeographically possible. 

उ T om. iti. 

5 T adds anyar ca. 

* R. om. iti. 

* yac cdham te, R; yac саћа is represented by še na in Т. 

= sato pi, К. T adds asati ca vacane before rte. 

* R om. tvad. 

' R om. 2h sarvabhava. 

М R om. eva, ` $ 

12 kintv asatswabhivo bhauvanam asatsvabhavdnám iti, R 

13 tatra, R. 

и Devadatras tam asti, R. avidyamancerha is a curious compound but occurs 
in other texts, 


VIGRAHAVYAVARTANI OF NAGARJUNA 81 


syasadbhavam 1 karoti kimtu jňāpayati kevalamasamibhavam 2 
grhe devadattasya | tadvannasti svabhavo bhavanamityetad- 
vacanam na bhavanam‘ nihsvabhavatvam karoti kimtu sarva- 
-bhavesu ë svabhavasyabhavam jñapayati | tatra yadbhavatoktam 
kimasati svabhave nàsti svabhava ityetadvacanam karoti, rte ‘pi 
vacanat prasiddhah 9 svabhavasyabhava iti tanna 7 yuktam / 

anyacca 8 / . i 

balanamiva mithyä ? mrgatrsnayam !^ yathajalagrahah / 

evam mithyagrahah syatte pratisedhyato 11 hyasatah // 

ityadayo ya punascatasro gatha bhavatokta 12 atra brümah 


mrgatrsnddrstante yah punaruktas- 
tvaya mahamscarcah/ 

tatrápi nirnayam Srnu yatha sa drstanta 
upapannah / 65 // ; 


ya eta tvaya™ mrgatrsnadrstante mahamscarca uktastatrapi 
yo nirnayah sa sriiyatam yathopapanna esa 15 drstanto bhavati / 


sa yadi svabhavatah syād ргаһо na 
syatpratitya sambhütah"/ 


* na ta Devadattasya sambhavam, २; T shows that R has interchanged sambhava 
and asadbhava in this sentence. 

३ asadbhavam, К. 

3 R adds iti. 

5 svabhavanam, R. 

5 R om. kimtu sarva. T interpolates a parallel with a mayapuruga, which is not 
found in C or R. 

° frasiddhih, R. 

7 tat tena, R. 

8 yad uhtam, R. 

9 R om. mithya. 

३० R adds sa. 

И prasidhyate, R. 

12 yat punar bhavato mygatrsnayam ity, R. 

13 ират, R. 

14 T adds tasmin. 

२० R omits yatha and reads eva for esa. 

16 bhavo, R. 

1? samudbhitah, R, against the metre. 
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ya$ca  pratitya  bhavati  graho nanu 
$unyata saiva //66 // 


yadi! mrgatrsnayam, sa yathajalagrahah svabhávatah syanna 
syatpratityasamutpannah / yato mrgatrsnàm ca pratitya viparitam 
ca darsanam pratityayonisomanaskaram 2 ca pratitya syadudbhüto 
‘tah pratityasamutpannah / yatasca pratityasamutpanno ‘tah 
svabhavatah Sunya eva / yatha pürvamuktam tatha / 

kim canyat / - 


yadi ca svabhavatah syad grahah kastam 
nivartayed? graham/ 

Sesesvapyesa _ vidhistasmadesot nupa- 
lambhah// 67 // 


yadi ca mrgatrsnayam jalagrahah svabhavatah syat ka eva tam 
vinivartayet / na hi svabhavah šakyo vinivartayitum® yatha®gner- 
usnatvamapam dravatvamakasasya niravaranatvam / drstam casya 
vinivartanam / tasmacchünyasvabhavo grahah” / yathā ® caitad- 
evam Ѕеѕеѕуарі dharmesvesa kramah pratyavagantavyo grahya- 

rabhrtisu? paricasu / tatra yadbhavatoktam satkabhavadasünyah 10 
sarvabhava iti tanna / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam 11 

hetosca te na siddhirnaihsvabhavyatkuto hi te hetuh / 

nirhetukasya siddhirna copapannasya te ‘rthasyeti // 

atra brümah / 


1 R adds ca. 

2 Tom. pratitya 

3 vinivartayed, R, against the metre 
4 tasmdd oso, R. 

5 nivartayitum, R. 

баа", R. 

7 grahyah, R. 

5 yada, R. 

2 opravritisu, R. 

7० R omits toktam satkabha, and ‘T omits bhavata. 
31 T has anyac ca instead. 
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etena hetvabhaüvah pratyuktah pürvam- 
eva sa samatvat/ 
mrgatrsnadrstantavyavrttividhau ya uk 
tah prak//68// 


etena cedanim carcena pürvoktena hetvabhavo ‘pi pratyukto ! 
‘vagantavyah / ya eva hi carcah pürvasmin-hetavuktah satkapratise- 
dhasya sa evehàpi 2 carcayitavyah / 

yatpunarbhavatoktam 

pürvam cetpratisedhah pascatpratisedhyamityanupapannam / 

pa$caccanupapanno yugapacca yatah svabhavah sanniti ? // 

atra brümah / 


yastraikalye hetuh pratyuktah pürvam- 
eva sa samatvat/ 

traikalyapratihetuésca $ünyatavadinam 
praptah// 69 // 


ya ема १ hetustraikalye pratisedhavaci sa uktotarah pratyava- 
gantavyah 5 / kasmat / sadhyasamatvat / tatha hi tvadvacanena 
pratisedhastraikalye *nupapannapratisedhavatsa pratisedhyo “pi? у 
tasmat pratisedhapratisedhye “sati yadbhavan ? manyate pratise- 
dhah pratisiddha ® iti tanna / yastrikalapratisedhavaci ° heturesa 
eva $ünyatavadinam praptah sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedhaka- 
tvan !? na bhavatah / 


R om. ukto 
R om. dhasya sa eve. 

3 svabhavo “san, R and T (cf. note on verse 20). R om. iti 

9 esa, R; T omits the word 

5 pratyavamantah, R; T omits the word, but C has it. 

° R mutilates this sentence, reading yathd hi pratisedhas traikalye nopapa 
pratisedhapratisedhe ‘pi. С supports T, having “ Just as the pratisedha of the 
traikalya is anupapanna, (your) words too are included among the pratisedhapra- 
tisedhya things”. 

7 R om. yad. 

® pratisi, R; C seems to have had praptah 

yatas caiga trikala?, R; yas са trikála? might be better. 
10 T om. svabhava, 


1 
2 
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athava kathametaduktottaram / 

pratisedhayami naham kimcitpratisedhyamasti na ca kimcit / 

tasmat pratigedhayasityadhilaya esa tvaya kriyate Il 

iti pratyuktam | atha manyase trisvapi kalesu pratisedhah 
siddhah 2, drstah pürvakalino ‘pi hetuh, uttarakalino ‘pi, yuga- 
patkalino ‘pi hetuh, tatra? pürvakalino heturyatha‘ pita putrasyas, 
pascatkalino yatha $isya acaryasya, yugapatkalino yathà pradipah 
prakasasyetyatra brümah / na caitadevam / ukta* hyetasmin krame 
їтауаһ 7 piirvadosih / api са yadyevam?, pratisedhasadbha- 
vastvayabhyupagamyate ° pratijfiahanisca te bhavati / etena kramena 
svabhavapratisedho “pi siddhah 1० | 


prabhavati ca Sunyateyam yasya pra- 
bhavanti tasya sarvarthah/ 
prabhayati na tasya kimcinna prabha- 
vati" Sanyata yasya™//70/| 


yasya Sünyateyam prabhavati tasya sarvartha laukikalokottarah : 
prabhavanti / kim karanam / yasya hi $ünyata prabhavati tasya 
pratityasamutpadah prabhavati / yasya pratityasamutpadah pra- 
bhavati tasya catvaryaryasatyani prabhavanti / yasya catvaryaryasa- 
tyani prabhavanti .tasya!? $ramanyaphalini prabhavanti', sarva- 


1 R om. pratyuktam. 

2 R omits pratisedhah siddhak, which C has too. 

उ katham, R. 

4 R om. hetur. 

5 R inserts tvadvacanena. 

© na caitad eva yuktà, R. 

7 В omits krame, and T omits trayah which C has. 

8 R adds kramah. 

э obhavatve १८०, К. T adds tasminn asiddhe. 

10 R omits etena kramena and “pi siddhah ; C has the latter. - 

31 kinna bhavati, R (two syllables short). For the verse cf. MMK, xxiv, 14; 
Candrakirti’s commentary there follows closely Nagarjuna’s commentary here. 

12 R adds iti. ^ 

13 R omits prabhavant: tasya, which is found in C and in T. 

14 R om. fra. 
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visesadhigamah prabhavanti! | yasya sarvavisesadhigamah pra- 
bhavanti tasya trini ratnani buddhadharmasamghah prabhavanti / 
yasya pratityasamutpadah prabhavati tasya dharmo dharmahetur- 
dharmaphalam ca prabhavanti 2, tasyadharmo “dharmaheturadhar- 
maphalam ca prabhavanti / yasya dharmadharmau dharmadhar- 
mahetü dharmadharmaphale ca prabhavanti? / tasya klesah 
klesasamudayah kleáavastüni ^ ca prabhavanti / yasyaitatsarvam 
prabhavati 5 pürvoktam tasya sugatidurgativyavastha sugatidur- 
gatigamanam sugatidurgatigami margah ° sugatidurgativyatikra- 
manam sugatidurgativyatikramopayah — sarvasamvyavaharasca 
laukika vyavasthàpitah 8 / svayamadhigantavya anaya diśā kim- 
cicchakyam vacanenopadestumiti ? / 

bhavati catra 

yah sünyatüm pratityasamutpadam madhyamam pratipadam ca"? / 

ekarthim nijagada pranamami tamapratimabuddham 11 II 

iti 12 krtiriyamacaryanagarjunapadanam // 


1 R om. Pra. abridges these three sentences, reading yasya hi Stinyata pra- 
bhavati tasya pratityasamutpadas catudry aryasatyant $rüámanyaphalàni sarvavise- 
sadhigamah prabhavanti; but C corroborates R, except that it omits the reference 
to the sramanyaphalani 

prabhavati, R, and again in the next clause. C inserts yasya dharmo dharma- 
hetus ca dharmaphalam ca prabhavanti 

3 R-omits this clause, which both C and T have, but the exact wording is un- 
certain. 

* ovastuno, R. 

5 R om. pra. 

* sattvah, T; C perhaps read dharmah. The reading is therefore uncertain. 

२ В adds gamana after durgati. 

à R om. vyavasthapitah 

9 R omits za, and T omits iti 

30 pratipadam anekartham, R, against the metre and leaving the next line defective 

11 apratimasambuddham, R, against the metre. 

n T om. iti. 
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English Translation 


INTRODUCTION 


Though only a “minor work' in form, as regards its contents the 
Vigrahavyyavartani! is a fundamental text of Madhyamaka, as well as of 
the early Indian dialectical (vada) tradition. Not only does it admirably 
illustrate the dialectical method followed by Nagarjuna, the founder 
of the school, but it also clarifies the idea of Voidness (fünyat4) which 
has been so often misunderstood, not only in modern times arid abroad, 
but in India itself, and іп Nagarjuna’s own time. “You have поі. 
understood the meaning of the voidness of the things’, says Nagarjuna 
to his opponent—a Naiyàyika (commentary on v. XXII). 

Written after Nagarjuna’s major work, the Muilamadhyamaka- 
karikas (from which it quotes a verse: commentary -on v. XXVIII), 
the Vigrahavyavartani is undoubtedly ‘one of his best works and shows 
him in all that is peculiar to him, above all in his unperturbed consist- 
ency'—as E. Frauwallner observed?. z १ 

In refuting the logician's 'criticisms, Nagarjuna does not disdain 
formal logic. Why are all things ‘void’ (Sanya) ог ‘devoid of an intrinsic 
nature’ (mihsvabhàva) ? Nagarjuna’s ‘reason’ (hetu) is that all things 
are ‘dependently originated’ (fratityasamutpanna)*. But the best way ` 
for him to refute his opponent’s criticisms is to show the inner con- 
tradictions of the latter's thought and to use against him his own logics." 
And that, I think, he does admirably well. We find here, especially, 
a brilliant criticism of the pramdnas ‘means of true cognition’. of the 
Nyaya system, which occupies in this work the central position 
(vv. XXXI-LI), and which is also the first one that has come down 
tous. ` . ; 3 
The logician's objections against what appearsto be a negation, - 
in the doctrine of Voidness, are faithfully reproduced by Nagarjuna 
in the Vigrahavyavartani. If, as Nagarjuna says, ‘all things are devoid 
of an intrinsic nature’ ; (nihsvabhāvāh sarvabhavah) or ‘the things have 
` no intrinsic nature” '(ndsti suabhavo bhavanam) or ‘all things are void’ 
(funyah sarvabhavah), this enunciation must be equally ‘devoid of an 
intrinsic nature’ (nifsvabhava) or ‘void’ (Sanya). But then, how can 
а void statement deny the other void things? If this negation is valid, 
the enunciation itself is not void. But, in this case, all things are not 
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void, since the enunciation, which is included in “all things”, is not 
void. (Karika and uriti I and II). On the other hand, according to 
the logicians, a negation is significant only when the object to be 
negated 1з а real entity, not when it is a fictitious onc. In the circum- 
stances, if the negation of the ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhava) of the things, 
in Nagarjuna’s philosophy, has a meaning, it only proves that very 
‘intrinsic nature’ which is negated ! (Karika and ori XI-XII). 

Nagarjuna admits the cogency of these arguments. In the Māla- 
madhyamakakarikas he even bases his own argumentation often on the 
logicians’ principle, namely that a negation is not possible if the object 
to be negated is not real. Candrakirti makes it explicit in his comment- 
ary, the Prasannapada®. Only, Nagarjuna does not negate anything, 
for there is nothing to be negated: all things being void, there is 
neither a thing to be negated nor a negation (karika and urin LXIII). 
The function of the statement “АП things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature’ or “The things have no intrinsic nature’, says he, is to ‘make 
known the absence of an intrinsic nature in all things’, because they 
are naturally ‘void of an intrinsic nature’ (svabhavafinya), being 
‘dependently originated’ (pratityasamutpanna)- [Karika and ortti LXIV; 
cf. karika and ortti XXII; karikas LIII and LXVI]. 

Negation of the ‘intrinsic nature’, with Nagarjuna, is thus design- 
ed for dissipating the error of people who see an ‘intrinsic nature’ 
in the things while they have none. In other words, it has merely a 
therapeutic value—as Candrakirti makes it clear in his comment on 
Milamadhyamakakarika XV, 11%. 

Nagarjuna strives to express the Inexpressible. All his expressions, - 

“therefore, are bound to remain inadequate. “All things are void (or 
devoid of an intrinsic nature)’ is not a “proposition” which denies 
or affirms something (commentary on v. LX; cf. XXIX, XXX). By 
‘making known’ the ‘voidness’ of all things (LXIV), it only expresses, 
indirectly, the Absolute, which is ‘perfectly appeased’ and ‘isolated’ 
from all its appearances (commentary on v. XXIX, and notes). 

Nagarjuna seems to be a mystic. But he is not a mystic who re- 
nounces thought and its expression in language. Along with all mystical 
philosophers, he knows that ‘the ultimate in thinking as the ultimate in 

‘communication is silence". Like them, too, he uses thought in order 
to transcend it. It is only when by his inexorable logic he has been 
able to bring to light all the contradictions inherent ‘in our relational 
way of thought, that he experiences Being or Nirvana, which is beyond 


Е _ all relations, in a shipwreck so to says. 


ut 
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Nagarjuna's Absolute i$ neither the world nor apart from the world. - 
It is the "intrinsic nature” of the world. But to say ‘It is the intrinsic 
nature of the world’, is to make of it an object, standing in relaticn, 
on one hand, to the thinking subject, and on the other, to other objects, 
and thus to deprive it of its all-encompassing character. The only 
way in which Nàgàrjuna can speak of it (or, rather, out of it) is to say: 
“АП things in the world are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, i.e., the 
things in the world are not as they appear to us?. 

Here Nagarjuna had to face the objection: If all things are void, 
how can our activities in the world become possible ? Even the reli- 
gious discipline taught by the Buddha becomes meaningless. But this 
objection, Nagarjuna replies, springs from a fundamental misunder- 
standing of ‘voidness’, i.e., ‘dependent origination’. All our activities— 
religious or not—are possible only in this relational world of becom- 
ing. If ‘voidness’, ie., becoming, is denied, then the world itself is 
assumed to be the Absolute, ‘not born, not destroyed, immutable, free 
from the manifold states (of its becoming)'!? ‘There is nothing to be 
done, no work is undertaken, the agent does not do any work! 

Thus, Nagarjuna neither denies the world nor affirms it. His is a 
“middle path’ (madhyamd pratipad), whence the name of his philosophy, 
“Madhyamaka”?. It is in the world that he transcends the world and 
thus transfigures it. “There is not the slightest difference between 
samsara and nirvana’: 


na samsdrasya nirvápàt Кітсій asti viSesapam | 
na nirüpasya samsarat kimcid asti vifesapam || 
nirvāņasya ca уй kofih kofih samsaranasya ca | 
na tayor antaram kimcit susitksmam api vidyate || (MK XXV, 19-20). 


“The difference between them is in our way of looking at them’. 
Nirvana is samsara without appearance and disappearance, without 
‘dependent origination’: 


Ja djavamjavibháva upadaya pratitya và | 
so "pratityanupadaya nirvàpam upadisyate || (MK XXV, 9). 


The reason why I decided to translate this text was that no complete 
translation of it from the Sanskrit original was available", while there 
were already two translations based on the Tibetan and the Chinese 
versions. The authors of these two translations, S. Yamaguchi!® and 
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Professor С. Tucci!?, were not fortunate enough to be able to use the 
Sanskrit original, which was discovered later in a Tibetan monastery 
by Rahula Sankrtyayana; and, as will be seen, there are notable diver- 
gences between their translations and mine. 

"The text was edited for the first time by K. P. Jayaswal and Rahula 
Sànkrtyàyana in an appendix to Vol. XXIII, Part III (1937), of the 
Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, Patna. The present trans- 
lation is based on the improved edition by E.H. Johnston and Arnold 
Kunst in Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques, published by the Institut Belge 
des Hautes Etudes Chinoises, Vol. IX: 1948-51 (Bruxelles, 1951), 
pp. 99-152. It is to the labours of these two distinguished scholars that 
we owe now ‘the possibly nearest approximation of Nagarjuna’s origi- 
nal text’. In some places I have differed from them; but I admire the 
patience and the sense of Sanskrit of these two scholars, to whose in- 
troductory remarks I refer the reader for further details about the 
texti’. 


NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION 


1. Ihave not been able to find an adequate English expressiqn for the title. In 
German it is rendered well: ‘Die Streitabswehrerin’ (Frauwallner, p. 199). 

2. ‘Es ist eines seiner besten Werke und zeigt ihn in seiner ganzen Eigenart, vor 
allem in seiner unbeirrbaren Folgerichtigkcit’, Frauwallner, р. 199. 

3. Infra, p. 135; Note.—For Nagarjuna, 'voidness' (Siinyata) is the same thing as 
“being devoid of an intrinsic nature’ (naihsvābhāvya and similar expressions). In order 
to avoid a misunderstanding of this essential idea of Nagarjuna, it may be well to 
indicate here what he means by ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhava) : *Eigenes Wesen’, writes 
E. Frauwallner, *bedeutet nach Nagarjuna, der indischen Wortbedeutung entspre- 
chend, din Sein aus sich selbst und nur durch sich selbst bedingt, unabhängig von 
allem andern. Daraus folgt aber, dass ein solches eigenes Wesen nicht entstanden ist, 
weil es nicht verursacht sein kann, und dass es nicht dem Vergehen unterworfen 
ist, weil sein Bestehen von nichts anderem abhängt. Es ist daher ewig und unvergán- 
glich. Und so folgert denn Nagarjuna, dass die Dinge der Erscheinungswelt, weil 

"sie dem ständigen Werden und Vergehen unterliegen, kein eigenes Wesen besitzen 
können’. (Frauwallner, р. 173) 

4. Cf. Gandrakirti, MKV, p. 19 : idam evdsya shasfataram düsanam jad uta svapratiji 
‘tarthasadhanasimarthyam iti, kim atranumanabadhodbhavanaya prayojanam ? ——On this 
‘dialectical method, known as prasaiiga, cf. Murti, рр. 131-32, 

5. See infra, pp. 132-33, n. 2 on LXIV. 

6. Gf infra, p. 133, n. 2 on LXIV. 

7; “Das Letzte des Denkens wieder Communication ist Schweigen’, Karl Jaspers, 
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Vernunft und Existenz (== Aula-Voordrachten der Rijksuniversiteit te Groningen, No. 1, 1935), 
р. 74.—Cf. infra, pp. 113-14, nn. 2-3 оп v. XXIX. 

8. ‘Im Scheitern das Sein zu erfahren’, Jaspers, Philosophie ITI (Berlin, 1932), p. 235. 
— Cf. Murti, p. 160: ‘Negation is thus the despair of thought; but it is at once the 
opening up of a new avenue—the path of intuition...Sünyatà is negative only for 
thought; but in itself it is the non-relational knowledge of the absolute’. 

Professor Paul Demiéville, in his Preface to May, p. ii, quotes from Giacomo Lco- 
pardi's poem, L’Jnfinito: “E il naufragar m’é dolce in questo mare’. 

9. СГ. Jaspers, Philosophie ПІ, p. 234: “Das Nichtsein allen uns zugänglichen Seins, 
das sich im Scheitern offenbart, ist das Sein der Transzendenz'. Jaspeis has written 
on Buddhism and Nagarjuna. Sec Koshiro Tamaki’s interesting paper, ‘Jaspers’ 
Auffassung über den Buddhismus', in Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies (Tokyo), ` 
Vol. VIII, No. 2 (March 1960), pp. 10-20 (768-58) 

10. ajàtam aniruddham ca külastham ca bhavisyati | 
vicitrabhir avasthdbhil svabhàve rahitam jagat || MK XXIV, 38. 
11. na kartavyam bhavet kimcid andrabdha bhavet kriya | 
kārakah sydd akurvamah Sinyatam pratibadhatah || Ibid., 37.—Cf. infra, pp. 125ff., 
vv. LIV-LVI 
12. yah pratityasamulpadah $ünyalàm. tam pracaksmahe | 

sa prajñaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama [| Ibid., 18. 

‘Dependent Origination is that which we call Voidness., It is a mere designation 
based on something, and it is the Middle way’.—Note the expression upadaya prajita~ 
plih ‘a mere designation based on something’ (‘blosse Benennung auf irgendwelcher: 
Grundlage’, Frauwallner, p. 190). It is only an expression of the Inexpressible based on 
the conventional truth (cf. infra, pp. 111 f., v. XXVIII). š 

The term “Madhyamaka” is used by Nagarjuna's followers as the name of the 
philosophy, while they call themselves ‘Madhyamika’. The non-Buddhist writers, 
however, invariably refer both to the philosophy and to its adherents as ‘Madhya- 
mika , 

13. Murti, p. 163 

14. E. Frauwallner translated а few passages, pp. 200-4. More recently, Professor 
Gnoli translated into Italian the karikas only: R. Gnoli, Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka- 
Karika (Torino, 1961), pp. 139 ff. The karikas have also been translated into Danish 
by Chr. Lindtner, Nagarjunas filosofiske vaerker, Kobenhavn, 1982 (Indiske Studier 2) , 
pp. 165-74. 

After I completed this work in July 1970, I came to know of a work done on the 
Vigrahavyavartani by the veteran scholar, Professor Satkari Mookerjee (Nava-Nalanda- 
Makivihira Research Publication, Vol. І, 1957). І am grateful to Professors B.K. Matilal 
and J. L. Masson for having made that work available to me from the University of 
Toronto. Professor Mookerjee gives an exposition of the arguments of our text ‘in 
a language and manner intelligible to the modern mind’.—I have not been able to 
consult F. J. Streng, Emptiness; A Study in Religious Meaning (Nashville, Tenn., Abing- 
don Press, 1967) 

15. Traité de Nagarjuna: Pour écarler les vaines discussions, traduit et annoté par 
Susumu Yamaguchi, in Journal Asiatique, juillct-septembre 1929, pp. 1-86. 

16. Vigrahavyavaratanit by Nagarjuna, Translation from the Chinese and Tibetan Text, 
in the author's Pre-Diñnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, Baroda, 1929 
(Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, No. XLIX). 
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17. The relationship between the Vigrahavyavartani and फाट Nyayasütras has been 
studied by С. Oberhammer (‘Ein Beitrag zu den Vada-Traditionen Indiens’, in 
Wiener Zeitschrift fur die Kunde Süd- und Ostasiens und Archiv für indische Philosophie 
[Vienna] VII [1963], pp. 63 ff), and by myself (‘On the Relationship between 
Nagarjuna's Vigrahanyávartani and the Nyäyašütras’, in Journal of “Indo-European Studies 
- [USA] 5, 3 [(Fall 1977)], pp. 265-73.). On the significant Nyaya technical terms 
used in the Vigrahayyavartani, sec Glossary published іп JIP 5 (1978), pp. 240-41. 

A summary (by myself) of the Vigrahanyavartani is due to appear in Karl H. 
Potter (ed.), Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies (Mahayana Buddhist Philosophy). 


TRANSLATION 


I 


OBJECTIONS 


I. वा था intrinsic nature ( svabhava) of the things (bhava), whatever 
they may be, exists nowhere (sarvatra na vidyate) , your [very] state- 
ment must be devoid of an intrinsic nature (asvabhdva). It is not, 
therefore, in a position to deny the intrinsic nature [of the things]. 

Whether in the causes (hetu), in the conditions (pratyaya), in the 
combination of the causes and the conditions (hetupratyayasamagri) , or 
in a different thing, nowhere does exist an intrinsic nature of the 
things, whatever they may be. On this ground it is said that all 
things are void (sūnyāh sarvabhavah). For instance, the sprout is 
neither in the seed, its cause, nor in the things known as its condi- 
tions, viz., earth, water, fire, wind, etc., taken one by one, nor in 
the totality of the conditions, nor in the combination of the causes 
and the conditions, nor is it anything different from the causes and 
the conditions (na hetupratyayavinirmuktah frthag eva ca). Since 
there is nowhere an intrinsic nature, the Sprout is devoid of an in- 
trinsic nature (nifisvabhdva). Being devoid of an intrinsic nature, it 
is void (fanya). And just as this sprout is devoid of an intrinsic 
nature and hence void, so also are all the things void because of being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature. 

Here we observe: If this isso, your statement that all things are 


void, must also be void. — Why ? — Because your statementis neither 
in its cause — the [four] great elements (mahabhita) , taken collecti- 
vely or severally (samprayuktesu viprayuktesu 7d); — nor in its con- 
ditions, the efforts made in the breast, the throat, the lips, the tongue, 
the roots of the teeth, the palate, the nose, the head, etc. (urahkanfhau- 
sthajihvadantam ülatalunasikam ürdhaprabhrtigu Jainesu) ; — nor in the 
combination of both [the cause and the conditions]; — nor again is 
it anything apart from the cause and the conditions, Since it is no- 
where, it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, [and] since it is devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, it is void. For this reason, it is incapable of 
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A fire that does not exist 
cannot cut, water that 
statement that does not 


denying the intrinsic nature of all things. 
cannot burn, a weapon that does not exist 
does not exist cannot moisten; similarly a 
exist cannot deny the intrinsic nature of all things. In these circum- 


stances, your statement that the intrinsic nature of all things has 


been denied, іѕ not valid. 


- YI. Now, if this sentence (vdkya) is endowed with an intrinsic nature 

` (sasvabhava) , your former proposition (paired pratijiia) is destroyed 
(hata). There is a discordance’, and you should state the special 
reason for it (tasmin vifegahetu ca vaktavyah) . 

Now you may think, in order to avoid this defect (mà bhüd esa dosa 
iti): this sentence is endowed with an intrinsic nature, and being 
endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is non-void (afanya) ; thus the 
intrinsic nature of all things has been denied by it. — То this we 
reply: 1150, then your former proposition “All things are void’ is 
destroyed. = 


Furthermore: 


Yourstatement is included in all things (sarvabhavantargata) . [Now] 
if all things are void, for what reason is your statement non-void, — 
that statement which has denied the intrinsic nature of all things 
because it is [itself] non-void (yenāsünyatvāt sarvabhavasvabhaval prati- 
siddhah)? Thus arises a controversial discussion in six points 
(safkofiko vada )*.—How is it? — Well, 

(1) Ifallthings are void, then your statement is void, being in- 
cluded in all things. [And] a negation by that [statement] which 
is void is а logical impossibility (tena Sunyena pratisedhanupapattih). 
In these circumstances, the negation that all things are void is not 
valid (anupapanna). (2) If, on the other hand, the negation that all 
things are void is valid, then. your statement is non-void. [But] 
that negation which it establishes because it is non-void, is not valid 
(aSinyatuad anena pratisedho ’nupapannah)*. (3). Now, if all things are 
void, but your statement by which is effected the negation (yena pratise- 
dhah) is non-void, then your statement is not included in all things 
(sarvatrzsamarhitam). Your proposition, there, is contradicted by the 
example‘, (4) If, on the contrary, your statement is included in all 
things, and if all things are void, then your statement also is void. 
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[And] since it is void, it cannot establish a negation (Sinyatvad 
anena nasti pratisedhah). (5) Let us then assume that it is void and 
that there is the negation by it (atha funyam asti cánena pratisedhah) : 
“All things are void’. But, in that case, all things, though 
void, would be capable of performing actions (fanya api sarvabhavah 
karyakriyasamartha bhaveyuh) — which is absurd (na caitad islam). (6) 
Let it be granted, then, that all things are void and that they are 
not capable of performing actions (atha $anyah sarvabhavi na ca 
küryakriyasamarthà bhavanti) ; let the proposition be not contradicted 
by the example (mà bhüd drsjantavirodhah). In that case, however, 
the negation of the intrinsic nature of all things by your void state- 
ment is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


Thus, if your statement exists (/adastitvát) , therearises the following 
discordance: some things are void, and some other things, non-void 
(kimcic chünyam kimcid afünyam). And you should state the special 
reason for that discordance, explaining-why some things are void, while 
some others are not. You have, however, not stated that reason. 
In these circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not 
valid. 


1 Yamagüchi's explanation of vaisamikatva by visamavyapti is ‘anachronistic’, as point- 
ed out by the editors (p. 43, n. 9). The word has the same meaning as the usual 
vaisamya. 

2 This has nothing to do with the sajpaksirspakathabhdsa (Ayayasütras V, 1, 39-43) 
—despiie Yamaguchr's note (2). 

3 For the statement is ‘included in all things’. — This is certainly the correct interpre- 
tation, assuggested in the Edition, p.44, n. 3 (and not that on p. 35). The Naiya- 
yika’s objection here is closely related to that raised in the Nyayasitras ТЇ, 1, 13-14, 
in connection with the: Madhyamika negation of the Naiyayika framánas (cf. vv. 
XXXI-LI below): sarvapramanapratisedhdc ca pratisedhánupapattih; — tatpramanye vā na 
sarvapramanavipratisedhah. Cf. also Vatsyayana on Nydyasiira IV, 2, 30. 

4 tatra drsfantavirodhak. — The proposition, ‘All things are void’, is contradicted by 
the example (drsfanta) of the statement that is non-void. Since the statement is not 
“included in all things’, there can be no question of all things being void. 


Moreover:. 


III. If you think that it is like ‘Do not make a sound’, [we reply:] this 
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also is not valid. For here a sound that is existent prevents the 
other sound that will be(Sabdena hy atra sata bhavisyato varanam tasya). 

You may think: When somebody says: “Do not make a sound”, 
he himself makes a sound, and that sound prevents the other sound; 
in just the same manner, the void statement “All things are void’ 
prevents the intrinsic nature of allthings. — To this we reply: This 
also is not valid. — Why ? — Because here a sound that is existent ne- 
gates the future sound. In yourcase, however, it is notan existent state- 
ment that negates the intrinsic nature of all things. For, in your 
opinion (tava hi matena) the statement is non-existent, the intrinsic 
nature of all things is non-existent (vacanam apy asat sarvabhavasvabhàvo 
"By asan). Thus, ‘It is like "Do not make a sound" ° is a defective pro- 


position (visamopanyasa)!. 


1 yisama upanyàsah is a favorite remark of Patanjali, author of the Mahdbhdsya. Cf. 
L. Renou, Terminologie grammaticale du Sanskrit (Paris, 1942 апа 1957), s.v. upanydsa. 
—Let it be noted in passing that Nagarjuna’s prose—of which the commentary on 
the Vigrahavyavartant is the only extant example—is very similar to that of the Mahd- 
bhasya. Among the ‘imitators’ of Patafijali’s style (cf. on this point L. Renou, 
Histoire de la langue sanskrite, Lyon-Paris,1956, pp. 135-6) is therefore to be counted 
now Nagarjuna. 


Moreover: 


IV. Ifyou think that the same holds true of the negation of the nega- 
tion (pratisedhapratisedha) also, that is false. It is your proposition 
which by virtue of its specific character is thus rendered defective 
(laksanato disyate), not mine. t 
You may think: ‘According to this very method (anenaiva kalpena) ‚а. 
negation of negation also is impossible; so your negation of the state- 
ment negating the intrinsic nature of all things is impossible (tatra yad 
bhavan saruabhavasvabhavapratisedhavacanam pratisedhayati tad anupapan- 
. namili)’. — To this we reply: This also is false. — Why? — Because the 
objection applies [only] to the specific character of your proposition, 
not to that of mine. It is you who say that all things are void, not I. 
The initial thesis (paroakah paksah) is not mine. — In these circum- 
Stances, your statement that, such being the case (evam sati), a nega- 
tion of negation also is impossible, is not valid}. 


1 According to the realist, the Madhyamika commits the logical error of negating, 
through a void statement, the intrinsic nature of all things. The realist, however, 
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does not commit any such error when he negates the Madhyamika’s statement negat- 
ing the intrinsic nature of all things — for he does not hold that all things arc 
void; his statement, therefore, is not void. 


Moreover: 


V. Now, if [you say that] you deny the things after having apprehend- 
ed them through perception (fratyaksa)!, [we reply:] that perception 
through which the things are apprehended does not exist (tan nasti 
pratyaksam bhava yenopalabhyante). : 
You cannot say that you deny all things in the statement ‘All things 
are void’, after having apprehended them through perception. — Why ?— 
Because even perception, an instrument of true cognition (pramana), is 


. void, being included in all things (sarvabhavantargatatvat) . The person ` 


who apprehends the things (yo bhavan upalabhate) is also void. Thus, 
there is no such thing as apprehension through perception, an instru- 
ment of true cognition (tasmdt pratyaksena pramanena nopalambhabhàvah); 
anda negation of that which is not apprehended is a logical impossibility 
(anupalabdhasya са pratisedhénupapattih)®. In these circumstances, your 
statement that all things are void is not valid. 

You think, perhaps (syai te buddhih), that you deny all things (sarva- 
bhavavyávartanam kriyate) after having apprehended them through infer- 
ence ( anumana, ) verbal testimony (двата) and comparison (upamana)?. 


1 Here and in the following verse are mentioned the four pramánas or ‘instruments of 
true cognition’, typical of the Nyaya school, viz., perception (pratyaksa), inference 
„(апитӣпа), verbal testimony (dgama or fabda), and comparison (upamina) . 


2 Because negation is not possible without an object to be negated (see XI-XII 
below). 


To this we reply: 


VI. In our refutation of perception, we have [already] refuted inference, 
verbal testimony and comparison, as well as the objects to be establish- 
ed by inference, verbal testimony and example (anumünagamasadhya 
ye 700८ drsjantasádhyàé ca) і 

We have [ already] refuted inference, comparison and verbal testi- 
топу, in ourrefutation of the “instrument of true cognition? (pramana), 
perception. Just as perception, an ‘instrument of true cognition’, is 
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void because all things are void. (sarvabhavanam Sinyatvdt), so also are 
inference, comparison and verbal testimony void because all things are 
void. Those objects which are to be established by inference, verbal 
testimony and comparison are also void because all things are void. 
'The person who apprehends the things through inference, comparison 
and verbaltestimony, is also void. Thus, there is no apprehension 
of things (tasmad bhavanam upalambhabhavah), and a negation of the 
intrinsic nature of things that are not apprehended is a logical 
impossibility (anupalabdhanam ca svabhavapratisedhanupapattih). In these 
circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not valid. 

1 Drsdinta ‘example’ is used here in the sense of upamána ‘comparison’. Notice that 
in the commentary portion upamána is used throughout. 


Moreover: 


VII. People conversant with the sate of things (dharmavasthavido janah ) 
think that the good things have ‘a good intrinsic nature (kufalanam 
dharmanam manyante kufalam svabhavam) . The same distinction (viniyoga) 
is made with regard to the rest [of the things] too (the bad things, and 
so on). Í 

The commentary on this verse is a long list of 119 kusaladharmas 
and of other dharmas, which is of no particular interest ina treatise on 
dialectics. Quite a number of technical terms used remain, more- 
over, uncertain. Cf. Text, p. 47, n. 6, which refers to E. H. 
Johnston’s article ‘Nagarjuna’s List of Kusaladharmas’, in Indian His- 
torical Quarterly, XIV, pp. 314—323. 

In their Introduction (pp.39-40), the editors observe: ‘While the 
text is divided in two parts, 20 verses setting out the opponents’ criti- 
cisms of Nagarjuna’s views and 50 verses giving his reply, the objec- 
tions are not in fact all made by the same critic. The dharmavasthavid 
theorists of verse 7 are clearly Buddhist; though it is difficult to deter- 
mine their school, the details in the commentary exclude the possibility 
of their being Sarvastivadins, to whose theory of the dharmas much 
of the argument elsewhere would apply’. Professor Tucci holds the 
same view (Pre-Ditinaga Buddhist Texts on Logic, p. xiii). For my part, 
1 am rather inclined to think that the author of this objection is the 
Naiyayika himself, who uses against Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the stand- 
point of the Buddhist realists. Оё infra, p.128, п. 2, on LV. 
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УШ. And those things which lead to emancipation (nairyanika) have 
an intrinsic nature that leads to emancipation (nairyanikasvabhàva). 
Similarly with the things which do not lead to emancipation, and so 
tion with the state of things (dharmavasthoktanám) . 

The commentary gives an enumeration of the dharmas and then says, 
as at the end of the commentary on the preceding verse: Thus, since 
the intrinsic nature of things is in this way seen to be of different 
kinds (anekaprakara), your statement that all things are devoid of an 
intrinsic nature and that being devoid of an intrinsic nature they are 
void (nihsvabhavah sarvabhava nihsvabhavatvdc chūnyā iti), is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


IX. If the things had no intrinsic nature, then even the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ would not exist (niksuabhava ily evam 
namapi bhaven naivam) 1; for there is no name without an object [to be 
named] (nama hi furvastukam nasti) 

If all things were devoid of an intrinsic nature, there would, never- 
theless, be an absence of intrinsic nature (yadi sarvadharmanam sva- 
bhavo na bhavet tatrapi nihsvabhavo bhavet). [But] then, even the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ would not exist (tatra nihsvabhdva ity evam 
namapi na bhavet). — Why? — Because there is по name whatsoever 
withoutan object [to be named] (nama hi nirvastukam kimcid api nasti) .— 
Thus, since the name exists (nd@masadbhdavat), there is an intrinsic nature 
of the things; and since they have an intrinsic nature, all things 
are non-void (afanya). Your statement, therefore, that all things are 
devoid of an intrinsic nature and that, being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, they are void, is not valid. 


lAt the end of the first line I prefer to read, with Rahula Sankrtyayana, evam (eva 
in Johnston and Kunst’s edition). 


Moreover: 


X. Now you may say: There is an intrinsic nature, but that does not 
belong to the things (sa ca dharmênam na vidyate). ‘There is, then, an 
intrinsic nature without the things (dharmair vind svabhdvak), and you 
should explain to what it belongs (sa yasya tad yuktam upadestum) 


102 THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA 


me without an object; 


Now you may fancy: Let there be no na : 
| ong to the things; thus, 


there is an intrinsic nature, but that does not bel 
the voidness of the things because of their being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature will be established (evam dharmasinyata nihsvabhavatvad dharmà- 
nam siddha bhavisyati), and the name will not be without an object [to 
be named]. — To this we reply: You should explain that object, apart 
from the things, to which now belongs thus that intrinsic nature 
(evam yasyedanim sa svabhavo dharmavinirmuktasyarthasya sa yuktam upades tum 
arihah). You have, however, not explained that. Hence your assumption 
(Kalpana): ‘there is ап intrinsic nature but it does not belong to the 


things’, is ruled out (kina). 


Furthermore: 


XI. Since the negation ‘There is no pot in the house’ (nasi ghato 
gehe) is seen to be only of an existent (sata eva), this negation of yours 
is that of an existent intrinsic nature (satah svabhavasya). 

It is only an existent object that is negated, not a non-existent one. 
For instance, when it is said: ‘There is no pot in the house’, it is an 
existent pot that is negated, not a non-existent one (sato ghafasya prati- 
sedhah kriyate nasatah). In like manner it follows that the negation 
‘The things have no intrinsic nature’ (ndsti svabhavo dharmanam) is the 
negation of an existent intrinsic nature, not of a non-existent one. In 
these circumstances, the statement that all things are devoid of an 
intrinsic nature is not valid. By .the very fact that a negation is 
possible, the intrinsic nature of all things is non-negated!. 


1 pratisedhasambhavad eva sarvabhavasvabhàvo "pratisiddhah. Or ?svabhàvah prasiddhah 
(‘the intrinsic nature of all things is established’)? Cf. Text, p. 50, n. 9 and v. 
LXI below. — ‘Whenever we talk of negation or absence, it is relevant to ask of what 
the absence or negation is that we are talking about. Nyaya does not accept any such 
thing as ‘pure negation’. Thus, an absence, it claims, must be an absence of some- 
thing. This something is termed the pratiyogin (the counterpositive) of the absence 
in question. In this respect the term ‘absence’ is comparable to the term ‘cognition’ 
(jflana). An instance of cognition is also a cognition of something. 

*, ..Nyaya arrives at absence as a property by a hypostasis of denial. It interprets 
denials like “a is not there” or “ais absent there” as “there is an absence of a there.” 
Thus the absence of a is asserted as a separate entity, and a, the object of denial, is 
called the ‘counterpositive’’. (B. К. Matilal, The Navya-nyaya Doctrine of Negation: 
The Semantics and Ontology of Negative Statements in Navya-nyaya Philosophy [Harvard 
Oriental. Series, 46, Cambridge, Mass., 1968], p. 52). 
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СЕ Vaifesikasitra IK, 1, 10: nasti ghafo geha iti sato ghafasya gehasamyogapratisedhah 
(ndsti ghafo "smin defe kale veti desádinigedho ghatideh, na svarüpato nisedhah kriyata iti, 
Candrinanda, in Vaifegikasütra of Kanada with the Commentary of Candrānanda, critically 
edited by Muni Sri Jambuvijayaji, Gaekwad's Oriental Series No. 136, Baroda 1961, 
р. 68). Cf. also Uddyotakara, Nydyavaritika on II, 1, 12 (р. 427 in Myayadar$anam I, 
Calcutta): na hy ayam nastina samanddhikarano ghajüdiabdo ghafabhavam  pratipadayati, 
api іш gehaghatasamyogam và kalavifesam và ghafasya sámarthyam vā pratigedhati. . . 


XII. If that intrinsic nature does not exist, what, then, do you negate 
by this statement ? The negation of a non-existent is established with- 
out words (rte vacanàt pratisedhah sidhyate hy asatah). 

If that intrinsic nature does not really exist, what do you negate by 
this statement: “АП things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’? The 
negation of a non-existent, e.g., that of the coolness of fire (agneh 
{айуазуа) or of the heat of water (apdm ausnyasya), is established with- 
out words!. 


1 Cf. Matilal, ор. cit., p. 54, n. 9: “Nyaya insists that the negate of a negation, i.c. 
the counterpositive of an absence, must not be an unexampled term. Іп other words, 
we cannot simply negate a term which has no denotation. To put itin another way, 
we cannot have an absence whose counterpositive is a fictitious entity’. The author 
cites Udayana’s Nydyakusumdijali ШІ, 2. See also Dinesh Chandra Guha, Navya 
Nyaya System of Logic (Some Basic Theories & Techniques) [ Varanasi, 1968], pp. 112-113. 
Our passage seems to be an early and simple statement of this theory. Sec also 
B. K. Matilal, ‘Reference and Existence in Nyaya and Buddhist Logic’, JIP 1 
(1970), pp. 83-110. 


Furthermore: 


XIII. Just as ignorant people (bala) wrongly perceive a mirage as 
waterl, [and that wrong perception is removed by some person who 
knows, in like manner you may think that] you negate a wrong 
perception of a non-entity (evam mithyagrahah syat te pratisedhyato hy 
asatah)?. 

When ignorant people wrongly perceive a mirage as water, a 
scholarly person (panditajatiyena purusena), in order to remove that 
perception, says: ‘But that mirage is without water’ (nirjala sa mrga- 
trena). Likewise, you may think that the statement “All things are 
devoid of an intrinsic nature’ is meant for removing people’s percep- 
tion of an intrinsic nature in things that are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (evam nihsvabhavesu yah svabhave grahah sattvanam tasya vyavar- 
tanartham nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ity ucyata iti). 
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1 mrgatrsnayam yathajalagrêhah. The compound yathajalagraha, which also occurs in 
the commentary on v. LXVI below, is explained in the commentary on the present 


verse as: jalam iti grahak. है 
2 On pratisedhyatas, cf. Text, p. 51, n. 7 (and Introduction, p. 39). 


To this we reply: 


XIV. But this being so, the aggregate of the six following things 
exists: the perception (graha), the object to be perceived (grahya), the 
perceiver of that object (ladgrahitr), the negation (pratisedha), the 
object to be negated (pratisedhya), and the negator (fratiseddhr). 

If this is so, then the perception of people, the object to be perceiv- . 
ed, people who perceive it, the negation of that wrong perception, 
the object to be negated, viz., the wrong perception, and people like 
you who negate this perception (pratiseddharo yusmadadayo “sya grahasya) 
—all these exist. The aggregate of the six is, therefore, established 
(siddham safkam). [And] that aggregate of the six being established 
(tasya satkasya prasiddhaivat), your statement that all things are void 
is not valid. 


XV. You may think that there is no perception, no object to be 
perceived, and no perceiver. But, in that case, there is no negation, 
no object to be negated, and no negator. 

If, in order to avoid this defect (md bhid esa dosa iti krivd), you say 
that there is no perception, no object to be perceived, and no per- 
ceiver, then even the negation of the perception, viz., the statement 
that all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature (grahasya yah pratisedho 
nihsvabhavah sarvabhava iti), does not exist. The object to be negated 
and the negators, too, do not exist, 


XVI. And if there is no negation, no object to be negated and no 
negator, then all things are established, as well as their intrinsic nature 
(siddha hi sarvabhavas tesüm eva .svabhavas са). 

And if there is no negation, no object to be negated, and no nega- 
tor, then all things are non-negated (apratisiddhah sarvabhavah), and 
they have an intrinsic nature (asti ca sarvabhavanam svabhavah). 


Furthermore: 


XVII. Your ‘reason’ [for establishing your thesis] cannot be estab- 
lished (hetof ca te па siddhik). How can there be, indeed, a ‘reason’ for 
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you, when everything is devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvabhauyat ` 
kuto hi te hetuh) ? And this thesis of yours which is devoid of a ‘reason’, 
cannot be established (nirhetukasya siddhir na copapannasya te *rthasya). 

Your reason for the thesis that all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature cannot be established (nihsvabhavah sarvabhavd ity etasminn 
arthe te hetor asiddhih). — Why? — Because all things, being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, are void. How, therefore, can there be a reason 
(tato hetuh kutah)? [And] if there is no reason (asati hetau ), how indeed 
can the thesis devoid of a reason, namely that all things are void, be 
established ? — In these circumstances, your statement that all things 
are void is not valid. 


Moreover: 


XVIII. If your negation of the intrinsic nature is established with- 
out any reason (yadi cahetoh siddhih svabhavavinivartanasya te bhavati), 
my affirmation of the things’ being endowed with an intrinsic nature 
is also established without any reason (svābhāvyasyāstitvam mamapi 
nirhetukam siddham). š 


[The commentary is merely a paraphrase of the verse. For a 
similar argument cf. Candrakirti, МКУ, pp. 55-6 (L. de La Vallée 
Poussin pointed this out in his note 1 on page 56).] 


XIX. Nor can you hold that the things” being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason (atha hetor astitvam bhavasvabhav- 
yam ity anupapannam) ; for there is not a single thing in the world which 
is devoid of an intrinsic nature and [at the same time] existent (lokesu 
nihsvabhavo na hi kaScana vidyate bhàvak). 

If you think that the fact that the things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason, [we answer:] that argument is 
not valid. — Why ? — Because there is nothing in the world that is 
existent, while being devoid of an inrrinsic nature’. 


1 This is how I understand this passage. According to the editors (p. 54, n. 1), 
‘The argument is that “if you suppose that the cause exists in reality and that all things 
(which include the cause) are without essence (so that the cause is at the same time 
really existent and without essence)”, that argument is not valid’. About the com- 
mentary sentence, yadi kelor astitvam manyase nihsvabhavah sarvabhavd iti, tad anupapan- 
nam, they further observe: ‘This sentence may not be in order; it would improve it 
to put manyase before hetor and add ca after nifsvabhavdh’. All that, it seems to me, 
is unnecessary. 
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Furthermore : 


XX. It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then 
the thing to be negated. Nor is it possible to hold that the negation 
‘comes after [the thing to be negated], or that they are simultaneous. 
— The intrinsic nature of the things is, therefore, existent (yatah sva- 
bhavah san). 

It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then the 
thing to be negated. For, if the thing to be negated does not exist 
(азай hi pratisedhye), of what is the negation (kasya pratisedhak) ? Nor 
is it possible to hold that the negation comes after the thing to be 
negated. For, if the thing to be negated is [already] -established 
(siddhe hi pratisedhye), what purpose is served by the’ negation (kim 
pratisedhah karoti)? Now [if you say that] the negation and the thing 
to be negated are simultaneous, [we answer]: even in that 
way, the negation is not the cause of the object to be negated, nor is 
the object to be negated the cause of the negation (na pratisedhah 
gratisedhyasyarthasya karanam, pratisedhyo na pratisedhasya cd), just as of 
the two horns!, grown simultaneously (yugapadutpannayoh), the right 
horn is not the cause of the left horn, nor is the left horn the cause of 
the right horn. — In these circumstances, your statement that all 
things are void is not valid?. 


1 Yafa? in the text is an unnecessary addition to pisapa, as the editors have rightly 
observed (p. 54, n. 9). — Cf. Candrakirti on MK ХХ, 7: na caikakálayoh savyetarago- 
visapayor janyajanakatuam drsfam, vàámadaksinakarayos carapayor vā. — Vaidalyaprakaraga, 
quoted by Yamaguchi, p. 78; Tarkafastra in Tucci, p. 18; Gaudapada, Agamasastra 
(=Manditkyakarika) IV, 16 (cf. Vidhusekhara Bhaftacarya, Gaudapadiyam Agama- 
Sastram, University of Calcutta, 1950, pp. 115-6); Jayantabhatta, Nydyamaiijari, p. 
628, 1. 13; Bhasarvajfia, Nydyabhisana, р. 350, 1. 18 (read savyetarayoh, instead of 
sadhyetarayoh). 

? cr. JVyayasütra I, 1, 12: tratkalyasiddheh pratisedhanupapattik. — Vatsyayana: 
pirvam hi: pratisedhasiddiv аза pratisedhye kim anena pratigidhyate ? pascatsiddhau pratise- 
dhyasiddhih, pratisedhabhavad iti. yugapatsiddhau pratisedhyasiddhyabhyanujftandd anartha- 
kah pratisedha iti. As will be seen, Vátsyayana's interpretation is a little different 
from that given in the commentary on our verse here. See also Nyayasitra V, 1, 20. 
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II 
REPLY! 


[Refutation to the first objection] 


ХХІ. If my statement does not exist in the combination of the cause 
and the conditions, or independently of them, then the voidness of the 
things is established because of their being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (fünyatvam siddham bhavanam asvabhavatval). 

If my statement does not exist in its cause and in its conditions...?, 
itisdevoid of ап intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of anintrinsic 
nature, it is void. Now the voidness of this statement of mine is 
established because of its being devoid of an intrinsic nature. And 
just as this statement of mine is void because of its being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, so also are all things void because of their being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature. In these circumstances, your statement: 
“Because of the voidness of your statement it is not possible to establish 


the voidness of all things’, is not valid. 
1 In this part Nagarjuna quotes all the verses translated above, and then gives his 


reply. I have not thought it necessary to repeat them here. 
2 The commentary here is a restatement of what was said by the opponent in verse I 
above. 


Furthermore : 


XXII. That nature of the things which is dependent is called void- 
ness!, for that nature which is dependent is devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (yaf ca pratityabhavo bhavati hi tasyasvabhavatvam). 

You have not understood the meaning of the voidness of the things. 
So you have set out to criticize me, saying: ‘Since your statement is 
devoid of an intrinsic nature, the negation of the intrinsic nature of 
the things is not valid’. That nature of the things which is dependent 
is voidness. — Why ? — Because it is devoid of an intrinsic nature. 
Those things which are dependently originated are not, indeed, 
endowed with an intrinsic nature; for they have no intrinsic 
nature (ye Ai pratityasamutpanna  bhavüs te па sasvabhāvā bhavanti, ` 
svabhavabhavat). — Why ? — Because they are dependent on causes 
and conditions (heiupratyayasapeksatat). If the things were by 
their own mature (svabhavatah), they would be even without the 
aggregate of causes and conditions (pratyakhyayapi hetupratyayam). But 
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they are not so. Therefore they are said to be devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, and hence void. Likewise it follows that my statement also, 

being dependently originated  (pratityasamutpannatuat), is devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of an intrinsic nature, is void. 

— But things like a cart, a pot, a cloth, etc., though void of an intrinsic 
nature (svabhüvafünya) because of being dependently originated, are 
occupied with their respective functions, e.g., carrying wood, grass 
and earth, containing honey, water and milk, and protecting from 
cold, wind and heat. Similarly this statement of mine, though devoid 
ofan intrinsic nature because of being dependently originated, is 
engaged in the task of establishing the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic- 
nature of the things (niksvabhavatvaprasadhane bhavandm vartate).—In 
these circumstances, your statement: ‘Your statement, being devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, is void, and, being void, it cannot negate the 
intrinsic nature of all things’, is not valid. 


1 yaf ca pratityabhavo bhavanam $inyateti sa prokta. — Cf. MK XXIV, 18: yak pratitya- 
samulpadak Sinyatam tam pracaksmahe. (yakpratyayadhinu sa £ünya uktah, Anavataptahradapa- 
samkramana-Siitra, quoted by Candrakirti, several times. Cf. supra, 7.90). 


Furthermore: 


XXII. Suppose that a person, artificially created (nirmitaka), 
should ‘prevent (fratisedhayeta) another artificial person, or that a 
magic man (mdaydpurusa) should prevent another man created by his 
own magic (svamáyaya srsfam) [from doing something]. Of the same 
nature would be this negation (fratisedho yam tathaiva 5961)! 

Suppose that an artificial man should prevent another artificial 
man occupied with something (kasmimScid arthe vartamanam), or that 
a magic man created by a magician (mdyakarena srs tah) should prevent 
another magic man created by his own magic and occupied with 
something. There, the artificial man who is prevented is void, and . 
he (the artificial man) who prevents is also void; the magic man who 
is prevented is void, and he (the magic man) who prevents is also 
void. In like manner, a negation of the intrinsic nature of all 
things by my statement is possible, even though this statement is void 
(evam eva madvacanena fünyenüpi sarvabhavanam svabhavapratisedha 
upapannah). In these circumstances, your statement: ‘Because of 
the voidness of your statement, a negation of the intrinsic nature of 
all things is not possible’, is not valid. In this way is also prevented 
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the controversial discussion in sik points that you spoke of (tatra yo 
bhavatà satkotiko vida uktah so "pi tenaiva pratisiddhah)?. For, this being 
50, itis not true that my statement is not included in all things; 
there is nothing that is non-void; nor are all things non-void?, 


1 Cf. МК XVII, 31-32. 
2 995, above. 


१ According to the opponent, cither the Madhyamika’s statement is not 
‘included in all things’, and in that case some things are void and some others, 
non-void; or the statement, being ‘included in all things’, is itself void and 
thus non-existent and hence incapable of performing an action, viz., the negation. 
But the Madhyamika says in reply that his statement is ‘included in all things’, being 
void like all other things. There can be no question of some things being void and 
of some others being non-void. It cannot be maintained, however, that the state- 
ment does not exist at all: it exists in a certain manner — like the artificial man or 
the magic man. Though void, the latter prevent other void persons from doing 
s omething; similarly the statement, though void, can negate other void things. 


Now about your statement [contained in v. II above]: 


, 


XXIV. This statement is not endowed with an intrinsic nature (na 
svübhüvikam etad vakyam). There is therefore no abandonment of 
position on my part (tasmdn na vādahānir me). There is no discord- 
ance (ndsti ca vatsamikatvam), and [hence] there is no special reason 
to be stated (vifesahetuf ca na nigadyak) 1. 


This statement of mine, being dependently originated, is not endow- 
edwith an intrinsic nature (na svabhavopapannam). As previously stated,? 
since it is not endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is void. And 
since this statement of mine is void, just as all other things are void, 
there is no discordance. For, there would be a discordance [only] 
if we said: This statement is non-void (afinya), while all other things 
are void (finya). We, however, do not say that. There is, therefore, 
no discordance. And since the following discordance, this statement 
is non-void while all other things are void, does not exist, we do not 
have to state the special reason (tasmad asmabhir visesahetur na vaktavyak) : 
for this reason (anena hetund) this statement is non-void while all 
[other] things are void. — In these circumstances, your statement: 
“There is on your part an abandonment of position, there is a discord- 


ance, and you should state the special reason’, is not valid. c m 
1 On the word nigadya, which is against Panini IH, 1,100, see Indologica Taurinensia 
(Torino), VII (1979), pp. 110-11. 
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[Refutation of the second objection: see v. III above.] 


XXV. The example given by you: ‘It is like “Do not make a sound” °, 
is not appropriate. There a sound is prevented by another sound, 
but the case here is not just the same (fabdena tac ca fabdasya varanam 
naivam evaitat). 

This example, moreover, is not ours (nàpy ayam asmakam drstantak). 
That void statement does not prevent voidness (na fünyatam pratise- 
dhayati) asa person, when he says: ‘Do not make a sound’, makes a 
sound and at the same timepreventsa sound. — Why ? — Because, in 
this example, a sound is prevented by another sound. But the case 
here is not the same. We say: all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, and hence void. — Why ? : 


XXVI. Because, if things devoid of an intrinsic nature were prevent- 
ed by something devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvabhavyanam cen 
naihsvabhavyena varagam yadi), with the cessation of [their] being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature would be established [their] being en- 
dowed with an intrinsic nature (na:hsvabhavyaniorttau svabhavyam hi 
prasiddham syat)!. 

"This example would be appropriate if by a statement devoid of an 
intrinsic. nature were prevented things devoid of an intrinsic nature — 
as by the ‘sound: “Do not make a sound’ is prevented another sound. 
Here, however, by a statement devoid of an intrinsic nature is negated 
the intrinsic nature of the things (tha tu naihsudbhavyena vacanena 
bhavanam svabhavapratisedhah kriyate). If by a statement devoid of an 
intrinsic nature were negated the things' being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (yadi nathsvabhavyena vacanena bhivanam naihsvabhavyaprati- 
sedhah kriyate), the things, by the very fact of being negated in their 
quality of being devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvabhavyapratisid- 
dhatvad eva), would be endowed with an intrinsic nature (sasvabhava 
bhaveyuh). Being endowed with an intrinsic nature, they would be 
non-void. We, however, declare that the things are void, not that 
they are non-void (fznyatam ca vayam bhavanam dcaksmahe, ná£ünyatam ). 
This, therefore, is a non-example (adrsfanta evdyam)?. 


1 naibsvabhanya is used here both as an adjective and asa noun. The first is derived 
from nifisvabhava ‘absence of an intrinsic nature’, and the second, from nihsvabhava 
‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’. Cf. v. IX above. 
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* For tnc Madhyamika, the opponent's example is not appropriate. When one 
says: “Do not make a sound', one prevents by the sound one makes another sound. 
The Madhyamika, however, by his void statement, ‘All things are void', does not 
negate other void things but only negates the things that we regard as non-void. There 
is thus no agreement between the two cases. 


XXVII. Or suppose that an artificial person should prevent the 
false notion of somebody who with regard to “an artificial woman 
thinks: "This is a woman’. This would be like that (evam bhaved etat). 

Or suppose that in an artificial woman, void of an intrinsic nature 
(svabhavafünya), some man should have the false notion (asadgrāha) 
that it is really (paramdrthatah) a woman and, as a result of that false 
notion, should feel desire for her. The Tathagata or a disciple of 
the Tathagata would [then] create an artificial man  (nirmitako nir- 
mitah syat), [and] the latter would dispel the false notion of that man, 
through the power (adhisthana) of the Tathagata or of the disciple of 
the Tathagata. Likewise, by my void statement, comparable to the 
artificial man (nirmitakopamena Siinyena madvacanena), is prevented the 
idea of an intrinsic nature in all things which are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature and comparable to the artificial woman (nirmitakastrisadréegu ` 
sarvabhavesu nihsvabhdvesu yo "уат svabhavagrahah sa nivartyate) . Thus, this 
is an appropriate example for establishing voidness, not the other one 
(tasma@d ayam atra drstantah Sinyataprasddhanam fraly upapadyamanah, 
netarah)*. 


1 upapadyamāna in this sentence js not so ‘odd’ as the editors think (p. 60, n. 1 3). 
Sec also the end of the commentary on the next verse, and that on v. LIV. The 
word occurs also in other texts. 


XXVIII. Or this reason (hetu) is similar -in nature to the thesis to be 
established (sadhyasama), for sound has no [real] existence (na hi vidyate 
dhvanek ѕайд). We do not speak, however, without having recourse 
to the conventional truth (samuyavahara). 

The reason (ketu)! ‘Itis like “Do not make a sound?” is of the same 
nature as -the thesis to be established — Why? — Because all things, 
being devoid of an intrinsic nature, are alike (naifsvabhavyenavifistatvat) . 
That sound, being dependently originated, has no existence by its 
own nature (na hi tasya dhvaneh pratityasamutpannatvat svabhavasatia 
vidyate). [And] since it hasno existence by its ownnature, your state- 
ment: ‘For here a sound that is existent prevents the other sound that 
will be’, is precluded (vyzhanyate) . It is not, however, without having 
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recourse to the conventional truth (vyavaharasatya) , it is not by rejecting 
the conventional truth, that we say: All things are void. For it is 
not possible to teach theabsolute truth (dharma) without having recourse 
to the conventional truth. As it is said: 

"The transcendent truth cannot be taught without having recourse 
to the conventional truth. [And] Nirvana cannot be attained with- 
out realizing the transcendent truth’. 

Thus, all things are void like my statement (tasman madvacanavac 
chiinydh sarvabhavah), and that all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, follows in both ways (ubhayathopapadyamanam) [i.e., both by 
virtue of the ‘reason’ and of the thesis to be established ]*. 


1 The term ketu ‘reason’ is used here in the sense of drsfánta ‘example’. A similar 
instance is furnished by Gaudapada’s Agamasastra (= Mándükyakarika) IV, 20 (quoted 
in my paper referred to in note 3 below). Sankara, in his comment on the latter 
passage, observes: hetur iti drsjánto "trabhipretah, gamakatvat. prakrto hi drsfanto na hetuh. 
Note that the ‘reason’ is inseparably connected with the ‘example’ in the Nyaya 
inferential system. See JVyayasütras I, 1, 34-37, and Vatsyayana’s Bhasya on I, 1, 39. 
Cf. also JVyayasütra V, 1, 11 : pratidrsfantahetulve ca nahetur drsjantah. 
2 pyavaháram anáfritya paramàrtho na defyate] 
paramartham andgamya nirvánam nadhigamyate]] (MK XXIV, 10).—The verb à-gam- 
is used in both the senses ‘to have recourse to” and ‘to understand, realize’. On its 
use in the latter sense cf. Asvaghosa, Buddhacarita XII, 38 and 116; Saundarananda 
XVI, 42 (both in E. H. Johnston’s editions, Lahore 1936 and 1928, respectively; 
reprint: Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 1972 and 1975). 
The absolute truth is beyond words (anaksara). But it is taught ‘through super- 
imposition’ (samdropdt), with the help of the conventional turth. — See Murti, pp. 
232, 253. 
३ For the realist, when one says: ‘Do not make a sound’, a sound that is existent 
prevents another sound that is not existent, whereas the Madhyamika’s statement 
“АП things are void’ cannot prevent anything, for it is itself void. To this the Madh- 
yamika replies that there is no sound that is ‘existent’; the objection, therefore, is not ` 
valid. — The idea of sadhyasama will occur again when Nagarjuna takes up the 
question of the possibility of a negation in the three times (v. LXIX). This is one 
of the several Naiyayika technical terms used by Nagarjuna in this treatise (sec 
Glossary, published in 2725 [1978], pp. 240-41. It should be noted. however, that 
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti do not use the term in the sense in which Nyaya uses it, See 
my “Note on the interpretation of the term sadhyasama in Madhyamaka Texts’, in JIP 
2, 3/4 (March/June 1974), рр. 225-30. Cf. also, for instance, Candrakirti, MKV., 
p.283, 11, ЭН. There is a verse in Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka (reconstructed from the 
Tibetan), which, although it does not use the term sádhyasama, is clearly reminiscent 
of the Nyaya use of it (on which cf. B. K. Matilal, ‘A Note on the Nyaya Fallacy 
Sadhyasama and Petitio Principii, in JIP 2, 3/4, pp. 21 1-24). The opponent 
wants to prove the reality of the sense-objects on the ground that they are perceived. 
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But Aryadeva argues that they are not perceived, and concludes: tasmát sddhyena 
südhyasya siddhir naivopapadyate. Since the ‘reason’, the fact of being perceived (pratya- 
kýatva), is itself to be proved (sádhya), it cannot establish the thesis to be established 
(sádhya). (The CatuhSataka of Aryadeva, Sanskrit and Tibetan Texts with copious extracts 
from the Commentary of Candrakirti, reconstructed and edited by Vidhushckhara Bhat- 
tacharya, Visva-Bhdrati Series 2, Calcutta 1931, Ch. XIII, v. 5 [Karika 305, p. 172]). 
So far as I can see, Nagarjuna and Candrakirti never express themselves in this way. 
— Vaidya's interpretation of Aryadeva’s Karika 396 (Ch. XVI, v. 21), followed by 
May (P.L. Vaidya, Etudes sur Aryadeva et son Catuhtataka, chapitres VIUI-XVI, Paris 
1923, p. 166; cf. May, p. 93, n. 205), is inexact. See Candrakirti’s comment, 
pp. 289-90. The rendering of sadhyasama by ‘petitio £rincipii', ‘pétition de principe’, 
found in the modern translations of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, is to be modified 
in the light of these recent contributions. 


Now about your statement [contained in v. IV]: 


XXIX! If I had any proposition (pratijñä), then this defect (dosa) 
would be mine. I have, however, no proposition (nasi ca mama 
pratijfia). ‘Therefore, there is no defect that is mine (fasman naivasti 
me dosah). 

If I had any proposition, then the defect previously stated by you 
would be mine, because it would affect the specific character of my 
proposition (mama pratijidlaksanapraptatvat). [But] I have ‘по pro- 
position. Thus [we observe:] When all things are void, perfectly 
appeased and by nature isolated?, how can there be a proposition ? 
How can something affect the specific character of a proposition 
(kutah pratijitdlaksanapraptih)? [And] how can there be a defect, 
caused by the fact of affecting the specific character of a proposition 
(kutah pratijnalaksanapraptikrto dosak)? — In these circumstances, your 
statement: “The defect is only yours becauseit affects the specific cha- 
racter of your proposition’, is not valid?. 


This and the following verse are quoted by Candrakirti, MKV, p. : 16. 


2 £ünyesu alyantopafantesu brakrtiviviktegu. — The things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature does not mean that they have no nature at all. In their essential nature 
(prakrti), they are nothing but the universal and absolute Reality, which is ‘perfectly 
appeased’ (atyantopafanta) and ‘by nature isolated’ (prakrtivivikiz). That Nature, 
isolated from its appearances, is not, however, an entity ‘that can be determined 
objectively. ‘By their nature, the things are not a determinate entity. Their nature 
is a non-nature; it is their non-nature which is their nature. For they have only one 
nature, ic. no nature (from the objective standpoint)’: prakrtyaiva na te dharmdh 
kimcit. уй ca prakrtik sdprakrtih, ya caprakrtih sa prakytih saruadharmánám — ekalaksanatuad 
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yad utalaksanatuat. (Astasahasrika Prajiiaparamita, p. 96, ed. by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 
1960).— The expression prakrtivivikta occurs on thesame page of the Astasahasrika 
Prajitaparamita. Nagarjuna uses the words santa and upaéünta in the same sense. The 
‘Absolute is ‘appeased’, because it is not ‘grasped’, and hence not expressed in words. 
Ch MK XVIII, 9; XXV 24. Е 
In the Mahayana works the Absolute is often spoken of as beyond ‘grasping’ 
(upalambha). Objectively speaking, it is ‘non-existent’. But from its objective non- 
existence we should not conclude its metaphysical non-existence. On the contrary, 
its objective ‘non-existence’ is evidence of its highest metaphysical ‘existence’, its being 
‘not grasped’ in an objective sense is evidence of its being ‘grasped’ in the ‘highest 
metaphysical sense, i.e., beyond the subject-object split. We read thus in the Maha- 
ydna-Sutralamkéra; टे 
jüvidyamánatà saiva. parama vidyamanata] 
sarvathánupalambhas ca upalambhah paro matah || (IX, 78; ed. by S. Lévi, Paris, 1907). 
СЕ also Candrakirti, MKV, р. 265: avidyatimiraprabhavopalabdham bhavajatam 
yenatmanà vigatavidyatimiranam aryanam adarSanayogena vigayatuam upayali tad eva svar übam 
.. sacaisa bhavandm anulpadatmakak svabhàvo *kimeittvend- 


sam svabhava iti vyyavasthapyate . 
bhavamdtratvad asvabhdva eveti Кіса nasti bhāvasyabhāva iti vijfeyam. [ Supra, p. 90. 


See also Atman-Brahman, p. 67, n. 3; pp. 96-8]. 
3 The Madhyamika may say that, if in the realist’s opinion he cannot deny with his 


void statement the reality of the things, the realist himself cannot deny the Madhya- 
mika’s negation. To this the realist replies that the objection does not apply to him, 
for it is the Madhyamika, not he, who holds that all things are void; his statement 
negating the Madhyamika’s negation is therefore not void. — But the Madhyamika 
replies in turn that the realist's objection is not valid, for the Madhyamika has по 
proposition of his own. “All things are void' is not a “proposition”. It only expresses 
the Inexpressible, with the help of the conventional truth — as he has already 
explained in the preceding verse. The real language here would be silence: paramártho 
hy áryanám tisnimbhavah, Candrakirti (МКУ, р. 57; cf. Murti, p. 232; supra, p. 90 ` 
for a different reading cf. J. W. de Jong, "Textcritical Notes on the Prasannapadiyin 


Indo-Iranian Journal (Dordrecht) 20 (1978), p. 33). 


[Refutation of the third objection; see vv. V, VI above]. 

XXX. If I apprehended something with the help of perception, 
etc., then I would either affirm or deny (pravartayeyam nivartayeyam 
га). [But] since that thing does not exist, I am not to blame (tada- 
bhavan me *nupalambhah). 

If I apprehended something with the help of the four pramdnas, viz., 
perception, inference, identification and verbal testimony, or with the 
help of one of these, then only would I either affirm or deny. [But] 
since I do not even apprehend an object of any kind (yathārtham evaham 
kamcin nopalabhe), I neither affirm пог deny (tasmdn na pravartayamt 
na nivartayami). In these circumstances, your criticism (Jo bhavato- 
palambha uktah): ‘If [you say that] you deny the things after having 
apprehended them through one of the pramanas, viz., perception, etc; 
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[we reply:] those pramanas do not exist, nor do exist the objects to be 
apprehended through them (taif са pramāņair api gamyà arthah)’, 
does not concern me at all (за те bhavaty evanupalambhah). 


Furthermore: 


XXXI. If such and such objects are established for you through the 
pramanas (yadi ca pramdnatas te tesám tesdm prasiddhir arthandm), tell me 
how those praminas are established for you (४४47) punah prasiddhim 
brahi katham te pramāņānām)Ė. 

If you think that such and such ‘objects of true cognition’ (artha- 
nam фтатєудпат) are established through the ‘instruments of true cog- 
nition’ (pramêna), just as the things to be measured (meya) are estab- 
lished through the measuring instruments (mana), [we ask:] How 
are those “instruments of true cognition’, viz., perception, inference, 
comparison and verbal testimony, established? If [you say that] 
the pramapas are established without the help of pramanas (yadi tapan 
nispramanandm pramananam syat brasiddhif), then [your] Proposition 
that [all] objects are established through $remünas is abandoned 
(pramāņato *rthanam prasiddhir iti hiyate pratijita)?. 

1 The Madhyamika-Naiyàyika controversy over the pramdpas is well known from 
the JVyáyasütras II, 1, 8-19. Vácaspatimisra, in his Nydyavarttikatatparyatika (p. 249 
in Vizianagram Sanskrit Series No. 15, Benares 1898), expressly states that the objector 
is a Madhyamika. Furthermore: ‘L’attitude des philosophes bouddhiques est 
expliquée avec précision” (L. de La Vallée Poussin, MKV s P: 56, n. 1). Here we 


have the Màdhyamika's own version of this controversy. See on this question Murti, 
рр. 1399. 


2 Because the pramdpas, the ‘means of true cognition’, are also “objects? (artha). Cf. 


v. XXXIII below. — ‘It might be better to omit the entire sentence’ (Text, р. 63, 
n. 5). em 


XXXII a-b. If the pramanas are established through other £ramanas, 
then there is an infinite series (anavastha). 

If you think that the ‘objects of true cognition’ (prameya) are 
established through the “means of true cognition’ (pramana) and that 
those *means of true cognition' are established through other *means 
of true cognition’, then there follows an infinite series — What harm 
is there if there is an infinite series ?— 


XXXIIc-d. Neither the beginning nor the middle nor the end 
can then be established. 
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If there is an infinite series, the beginning cannot be established. 
— Why? — Because those pramanas are established through other 
'pramanas, and those others again through other pramanas. Thus there 
is no beginning. [And] if there is no beginning, how can there. be 
a middle? how can there be an end ? 

Consequently, the statement that those pramanas are established 
through other pramanas is not valid!. 


1 Cf, Nyayasütra TI, 1, 17, with Vatsyayana's Bhasya, Uddyotakara's Varitika and 
Viśvanātha’s Vitti. 


XXXII. Now, if [you think that] those pramanas are established 
without pramanas (pramanair vina), then your philosophic position is 
abandoned (vihiyate ०८८४). ‘There is adiscordance, and you should 
state the special reason for that. 

Now, if you think; those pramanas are established without pramanas; 
the objects to be cognized (prameyanam arthānām), however, are estab- 
lished through the óramanas, then your position that [all ] objects are 
established through pramagas (pramanaih prasiddhir arthanam )is abandon- 
ed. There is, moreover, a discordance, namely that some objects are 
established through pramdgas, while some others are not (kesamcid 
arthanam pramanaih prasiddhih kesamcin neti). And you should state the 
special reason why some objects are established through praminas, 
while some others are not. But you have not stated that. Thus this 
assumption, too, is not valid (tasmad iyam api kalpana nopapanneti ) ? . 

The opponent replies: The pramanas establish themselves as well 
as other things. Аз it is said: 

‘Fire illuminates itself as well as other things. Likewise, the 
pramāņas establish themselves as well as other things”. 


(The commentary on this verse is just a paraphrase.) 


1 After haying refuted the charge of ‘discordance’ (vatjamikatua; v. 11 ) brought against ` 
him by his opponent, Nagarjuna here returns the same charge to his opponent. — In 
Nydyasittra П, 1, 18, the following objection is raised: If the pramdnas are established 
without pramágas, then the prameyas also should be established without pramdgas: 
tadvinivrtter và pramdnasiddkivat prameyasiddhif. In other words, it would be vain to 
talk about pramanas: ерат ca sarvapramàgauilobah (Vatsyayana ) 
2 dyotayati sodtmanam yathā hutafas tatha pardtmanam| 
svaparatméndv evam prasadhayanti pramanani) | 

The view put forward in this verse is in accord with Nydyasitra ЇЇ, 1, 19: na, 

pradipaprakasa(siddhi)vat taisiddheh. This seems, at least, to have been the view of 
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Gautama and of some of his followers. Vatsyayana's interpretation is different. See 
on this question my paper entitled “On the Relationship between Nagarjuna’s 
Vigrahavyàvartani and the Nydyasitras’, in Journal of Indo-European Studies (USA) 5,3 
(Fall 1977), pp. 265-73. 


Here we observe: 


XXXIV. This is a defective proposition (visamopanyasa)!. Fire 
does not illuminate itself, for its non-perception is not seen to be 
comparable to that of a pot in darkness (ma hi tasyanupalabdhir 
drifà tamasiva kumbhasya). 

Your proposition that the pramdnas establish themselves as well as 
other things like fire [that illuminates itself as well as other things] 
is defective. For fire does not illuminate itself. A pot, not illumi- 
nated by fire, is first not perceived in darkness. Then, being illu- 
minated by fire, it is perceived. If, in the same manner, fire, not 
being illuminated, first existed in darkness and then were illu- 
minated, it would be possibe to say: it illuminates itself (evam eva 
Jady aprakasitah frig agnis tamasi sydd uttarakālam agneh prakafanam 
syat, alah svdtmanam prakaSayet). This, however, is not the case. 
Thus this assumption, too, is not valid. : 


1 Cf. supra, p.98, commentary on v. III. 
Furthermore: 


XXXV. If, as you say, fire illuminates itself as it illuminates other ` 
things, then it will also burn itself. 

If, as you say, fire illuminates itself just as it illuminates other 
things, then it will also burn itself just as it burns other things, This, 
however, is not the case. In these circumstances, your statement that 
fire illuminates itself as it illuminates other things, is not valid?. 


1 The subject cannot be the object of its own act. Cf. Sankara, Upadefasahasri, padya 
XVI, 13 (in Minor Works of Sri Sankaracarya [ ed. by H. R. Bhagavat]= Poona Oriental 
Series, No. 8, second edition, 1952): с 

yaddharma yak padartho na іаѕуаіоеуйі sa karmatàm] 

na hy atmanam dahaty agnis tatha naiva prakáfayet]] 

Sankara criticizes there the Buddhist idealists (Vijianavadin), who hold that 
cognition is self-luminous, like a lamp. See also Brahmasiitra-bhasya П, 2, 28. Оп 
sudimani kriydvirodha sce also Atman-Brahman, p. 52 & n. 7. In his comment on 
Brhadaranyaka - Upanisad IV, 3, 7, Sankara uses arguments which recall those used 
by Nagarjuna in the preceding verse: yat tücyate, pradipa dtmanam ghatam càvabhasayatiti, 


^ 
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ind asat. — kasmdt ? — yadātmānaņm nāvabhāsayati tadā kidrśah syāt? nahi tadd pradipasya 
svato và parato vā visesah kascid upalabhyate. sa hy avabhasyo bhavati yasyavabhasakasam- 
nidhdv asamnidhau ca viseçşa upalabhyate, па hi pradipasya svdtmasamnidhir asamnidhir và 
Sakyah kalpayitum. азай ca kadicitke visesa dtmanam pradipah prakafayatiti mrsaivocyate. 
(Anandasrama Sanskrit Series, 15, Poona, second edition, 1 902, pp. 568-9). 


Besides: 


XXXVI. If, as you say, fire illuminates both other things and itself, 
then darkness will cover both other things and itself. 

If in your opinion fire illuminates both other things and itself, 
then its opposite (tatpratipaksabhitah), darkness, too, would cover ` 
both other things and itself. This, however, is not seen. In these 
circumstances, your statement that fire illuminates both other things 


and itself is not valid. 


1 cf MK VII 12: 
фтайфа} svaparātmānau samprakdsayate yadi) 
tamo "pi svaparatmünau chádayisyaty asamsayam|| 
And again: 


XXXVII. There is no darkness in fire nor in something else in which 

fire stands (ndsti tamas ca joalane yatra ca tisthati paratmani jualanak). 

How can it [then] illuminate? For illumination is destruction of 
_ darkness’. 

Here, in fire, there is no darkness. Nor is there any darkness 
where fire is. Now, illumination is obstruction caused to 
darkness (tamasah pratighatah). But since there is no darkness in fire 
nor where fire is, what is that darkness which is obstructed 
by fire, and by virtue of whose obstruction it illuminates both other 
things and itself (kasya tamasah pratighatam agnih karoti, yasya pratigha- 
tad agni] svaparatmanau prakasayatiti) ? 

The opponent replies: But is it not true that fire illuminates both 
other things and itself, for this very reason that there is no darkness in 
fire nor where fire is (лапи yasmād evam nagnau tamo ‘sti nap: 
yatrdgnis tatra tamo ‘sti, tasmad eva svaparüimünau na prakasayaty agnih 
kutah)? For, in the very process of its origination, fire obstructs dark- 
ness (fena hy utpadyamanenaivagnina tamasah fratighatah). If there is 
no darkness in fire nor where fire is, it is because in the very 
process of its origination fire illuminates both other things and itself 
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(tasmán nagnau tamo "sti napi yatragnis tatra tamo "sti, yasmad шрайуатӣпа 
evobhayam prakasayaly agni svdtmanam pardlmanam ceti). 


1 Cf. MK VII, 9: А 
pradipe néndhakiro "sti yatra cāsau pratisfhitah| 
kim prakafayati dipah prakāśo hi tamovadhah]] f 


Here we observe: 


XXXVIII. It is wrong to say (asadvàda) that fire illuminates in the 
very process of its origination. For, in the very process of its origina- 
tion, fire does not come in contact with darkness!. 

The opinion that fire, in the very process of its origination, illumi- 
nates both other things and itself, is not tenable. — Why ? — Because, 
in the very process of its origination, fire does not come in- contact 
with darkness; since it does not come in contact with it, it does not 
destroy it; and since darkness is not destroyed, there is no illumina- 
tion (tamasa$ canupaghatan nasti prakasah). 


1 Cf. MK VIL 10: 

katham utpadyamánena pradipena tamo katam) 

notpadyamáno hi tamah pradipah pràpnute yada | 

Light and darkness cannot coexist: alokandhakarayor yaugapa 
on this verse. 


dyābhāvāt, Candrakirti 


XXXIX. Or, if fire destroyed darkness even without coming in 
contact with it, then this fire, standing here, would destroy darkness 
in all the worlds’. 

Or, if you think that fire destroys darkness even without coming in 
contact with it, then this fire, standing here at this moment, will 
equally (tulyam)? destroy the darkness existing 'in all the worlds, 
without coming in contact with it. This, however, is not seen to be 
the case (na caitad evam drstam). Thus, your opinion that fire des- 
troys darkness even without coming in contact with it, is not valid. 


1 Cf. MK शा, II: 
aprápyaiva pradipena yadi và nihatam tamah) 
ihasthah' sarvalokastham sa tamo nihanigyati[] 
— СЕ Vatsyayana on Nyäyasūtra V, 1, 7: ndpraptak pra 
Jayantabhatta, Луйуатайјагї, p. 624; Bhasarvajna, Nydyabhisana, p. 34 
in Tucci, p. 18). See also Vatsyayana on Nyayasütra IT, 2, 13, p. 132. 
2 I differ here from the editors (sce their note, p. 67, n. 5, and Introduction, p. 39). 


dipah prakásayati (similarly 
6; TarkaSastra 
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Furthermore: 


XL. Ifthe pramanas are self-established (yadi svatas ca pramāņasiddhik), 
then the ‘means of true cognition’ are established for you independently 
of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (anapeksya tava prameyam bhavati pra- 
manasiddhik). For self-establishment does not. require another thing 
(na parapeksa svatah siddhih)*. 


(The commentary is merely a paraphase.) 


The opponent replies: What defect will ensue (ko doso bhavisyatt) 
if the means of true cognition do not require the objects to be cog- 
nized (pframeyan arthan) ° 


1 On this and the following verses cf. MK X, 8-12. 


Here we observe: 


XLI. If you think that the ‘means of true cognition’: (pramana) are 
established independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (prameydn 
arthan), then those #ramánas are [pramanas] of nothing (na bhavanti 
kasyacid evam imani tani pramanani). 

If [you think that] the ‘means of true cognition’ are established 
independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’, then those pramdnas are 
?татапаѕ of nothing (evam tanimani pramandni na kasyacit pramanani 
bhavanti). Thus there is a defect (evam dosah). If, however, the 
pramanas are pramanas of something, they do not then become ‘means 
of true cognition’ independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (atha 
kasyacid bhavanti фтатапапі naivedanim anapeksya prameyan arthan pramd- 
nani bhavanti) 

XLI. [The opponent may reply:] If it is admitted that they are 
established in relation [to the objects to be cognized], what defect 
is there ? — [The defect is that] what is [already] established is estab- 
lished [again] (siddhasya sadhanam syat). For something that is not 
established does not require something else (nasiddho "beksate hy anyat) 


If it is admitted that the ‘means of true cognition” are established 
in relation to the ‘objects of true cognition’, then the four ‘means of 
true cognition’, which are [already] established, are established [anew] 
— Why ? — Because an object that is not established does not require 
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something else). For instance, Devadatta, who is not (yet) estab- 
lished, does not reguire anything whatever. Butit is not admissible 
(ista) that something that is (already) established be established 
[anew]. One does not do something that is [already] done. 


Besides: 


XLII. If the pramànas are at all events (sarvath@) established in rela- 
tion to the prameyas, the prameyas are not established in relation to 
the pramanas. 

If the pramāņas are established in relation to the prameyas, then the 
prameyas are not established in relation to the pramanas. — Why ? 
— Because the object to be established (sadhya) does not establish the 
instrument by which it is established (sadhana). ‘The pramanas, how- 
ever, it is said, are the instruments by which the prameyas are estab- 
lished (sddhanani ca kila prameyanam pramanani)”. 


1 This is the ordinary view. But, if it is thought that the pramánas themselves are 
established by the prameyas, in other words, that they are sddhyas in relation to the 
prameyas, which are sádhanas, they cannot establish the prameyas, for the sddhya cannot 
establish the sadhana. — Note the use of the particle kila‘itissaid’. Ву this Nagarjuna 
reports a view ordinarily accepted in the world. Cf. MK 1, 5. 


XLIV. And if the prameyas are established even independently of the 
pramanas, what do you gain by establishing the praménas (kim te pra- 
manasiddhya)? That whose purpose they serve is[already] established 
(tani yadartham prasiddham tat). 


(The commentary is just a paraphrase. ) 


XLV. Besides, if you establish the pramanas in relation to the frame- 
yas, then there is certainly an interchange of pramanas and prameyas 
(oyatyaya evam sati te dhruvam gramanaprameyanam). 

Moreover, if you think, in order to avoid the defect stated before!, 
that the ‘means of true cognition’ exist only in relation to the 'objects of 
true cognition'; then there is an interchange of pramánas and prameyas. 
Your pramanas become prameyas, because they are established by the 
prameyas (prameyath sadhitatvat). And the prameyas become pramdanas, 
because they establish the pramdanas (pramananam sādhakatvāt). 


1 Cf. v. XLI. 


IM^ 
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XLVI. Now, if you think that through the establishment of the 
framipas are established the prameyas, and that through the establish- 
ment of the prameyas are established the pramanas, then neither the 
prameyas nor the pramanas are established for you. 


Now, if you think that through the establishment of the pramánas 
are established the prameyas — because the frameyas require the pra- 
manas — and that through the establishment of the prameyas are 
established the фтатйпаз — because the pramanas require the prameyas 
—thenneitherthe prameyas nor the pramanas are established.—Why ?— 


XLVI. Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the prama- 
‘nas, and if those pramdnas are to be established by those very prameyas 
(sidhyanti hi pramapair yadi prameyani tani tair eva sādhyāni ca prameyaih), 
how will the pramanas establish [the prameyas] ? 

Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the pramanas, 
and if those pramanas are to be established by those very prameyas (tani 
ca фтатйпапї lair eva prameyaih sadhayitayyáni), [we encounter the follow- 
ing difficulty:] the prameyas not having been established, the pramdnas 
are not established, for their cause (karana)! is not established. How, 
then, will the pramanas? establish the prameyas ? 


1 Le, the frameyas. 
2 Which themselves are not yet established. 


XLVII. And if the pramanas owe their establishment to the prameyas, 
and if those prameyas are to be established by those very framánas, 
how will the prameyas establish [the pramapas] ? 


And if the pramapas owe their establishment to the prameyas, and if 
those prameyas ате to be established by those very pramdnas, [we en- 
counter the following difficulty:] the pramépas not having been estab- 
lished, the frameyas are not established, for their cause! is not estab- 
lished. How, then, will the prameyas? establish the pramanas? ? 


1 Le., the pramanas. É 
2 Which themselves аге not yet established. 
In MK XXII, 10-11, Nagarjuna argues in a similar way to show the hollowness 

of the ideas of good and evil : - 

anapeksya Subham nasty asubham prajhapayemahi) 

yat pratitya Subham tasmac chubham naivopapadyaie|| 

anapeksyasubham nasti Subham prajfiapayemahi] 

Jat. gratily&fubham tasmad afubham naiva vidyate|| 
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XLIX. If the son is to be produced (utpadya) by the father, and if 
that father is to be produced by that very son, tell me which of these 
produces which other (vada tatrotpadayati kah kam). 


Supposing somebody said: the son is to be produced (utpadaniya) 
by the father, and that father is to be produced by that very son, tell 
me who is to be produced by whom (kena ka utpadayitavya iti). In 
exactly the same manner you say: the prameyas are to be established 
by the pramdnas, and those very óramënas in turn are to be established 
by those very prameyas. Now, which of these are to be established 
for you by which others (tatredanim te katamaik katamàni sádhayitauyani )? 


L. Tell me which of these is the father, and which other the son. 
Both of them bear, indeed, the mark of a father and that of a son (tay 
ubhav api ca pitrputralaksanadharau), wherefore we have a doubt here 
(yato bhavati no tra samdehah). 2 
Of that father and that son, mentioned before, which is the son, 
and which other the father? Both of them, as producers (utpadakat- 
vat), bear the mark of a father, and, as produced (utpadyatvat), the mark 
ofa son. We have a doubt here: which of these is the father, and 
which other the son? In just the same manner, of these 
pramánas and prameyas of yours, which are the pramanas, and which 
others the prameyas? For both of these, as those which establish 
` (sadhakatvàt), are pramánas, and as those which are to be established 
(sddhyatvdt), prameyas. Werhave a doubt here as to which of these 
are the pramanas, and which others the prameyas'. ; 


1 Pramüga and prameya are relative terms. One exists only in relation to the other. 
They arc 'dependently originated', and hence ‘void’. In an absolute sense, there is 
neither any pramdna nor any prameya. The example of the father and the son indicates 
it. The father exists only in relation to the son, and the son exists only in relation 
to the father; in an absolute sense, there is neither a father nor a son: 


pita cen na vind putràt kutah putrasya sambhavak| 

puirabhdve pita nasti tathasattvam tayor dvayohj| (Santideva, Bodhicaryavatara IX, 
114 [ed. by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 1960]). 
We should not conclude, however, that-Nagarjuna does not recognize any. empiri- 
cal validity of the pramanas and the prameyas, of the ideas of the father and the son, 
and so on. On the contrary, he would say, in accord with, his doctrine of action 
(supra, p. 2; infra, vv. LIV-LVI ), that it is their ‘voidness’ which establishes their 
empirical validity. If ‘voidness’, ३.८. ‘dependent origination’, is denied, then they 
become the suprarelational Absolute, and thus annul themselves as such.— Cf. 
Candrakirti, MKV , p. 69. 
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LI. The pramanas are not established by themselves (svatak) or by 
one another (parasparatah) or by other pramánas (parapramdnaik)?. 
Nor are they established by the prameyas, or accidentally (akasmát)*. 
Perception (pratyaksa) is not established by that very perception, 
inference (anumana) is not established by that very inference, comparison 
(upamána) is not established by that very comparison, and testimony 
(agama) is not established by that very testimony. Nor are they 
established by one another, i.e., perception by inference, comparison 
and testimony, inference by perception, comparison and testimony, 
comparison by perception, inference and testimony, and testimony by 
perception, inference and comparison. Nor are perception, inference, 
comparison and testimony established, respectively (yathasvam), by an- 
other perception, another inference, another comparison, and another 
testimony. Nor are the pramánas established by the prameyas, taken 
collectively or severally (samastavyastaik), included in their own field or 
in those of the other pramênas as well (svavisayaparavisayasamgrhitath). 
Nor are they established accidentally. Nor again are they established 
by a combination of the causes mentioned before (samuccayenattesam 
karananam pürvoddistánam) , whatever their number: twenty, thirty, forty 
or twenty-six*.—In these circumstances, your statement: “Because the 
things to be cognized are to be apprehended through the means of true 
cognition (pramanddhigampaivat prameyanam bhavanüm), those things to be 
cognized (prameya bhavah) exist as well as those means of true cognition 
through which those things to be cognized are apprehended (santi 
ca te prameya bhdods tani са promanani yais te pramanaih prameya bhavak 
samadhigata iti)’, is not valid. 


1 I do not see how the correction suggested by Arnold Kunst in his, Preface, p.35, 
can bc accepted. 
१ Cr. MK I, 1: 


na soato парі parato na dudbhyam пару ahetutah| 
шаппа jatu vidyante bhavah kvacana kecana]] 


3 What is the meaning of these numbers, and especially of the number twenty-six, 
which closes the series ? We obtain, in fact, the number twenty, if we combine the 
Causes enumerated above, up to ‘another testimony’. Perhaps the author wants, 
first, to increase that number by ten, then that number again by ten, and finally to 
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multiply twenty by some number, Instead of safvimfati (sic), 1 am tempted to read 
Satavimsati ‘hundred times twenty’. All that, of course, is mere conjecture. 


[Refutation of the fourth objection; see v. VII above] 


ш. If people conversant with the state of things say that the good 
things have a good intrinsic nature, that has to be stated in detail 
(evam pravibhdgenabhidheyah syat). 


People conversant with the state of things think that the good 
things have a good intrinsic nature. But that has to be stated by you 
in detail: this is that good intrinsic nature; these are those good things; 
this is that good consciousness (kufalam vijfianam) ; this is that intrinsic 
nature of the good consciousness (kufalavijfidnasvabhdva), and so on 
(evam saruesam). This, however, is not seen to be so (na caitad evam 
drs[am). Thus your statement that the intrinsic nature of each 
individual thing has been explained (yathasvam upadis{ah) is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


LIM. If the good intrinsic nature originates dependently (pratitya 
utpadyate), it is an extrinsic nature (parabhüva) of the good things. 
How can it be thus their intrinsic nature (svabhdva evam katham 
bhavati) ? 


If the intrinsic nature of the good things originates in dependence 
upon the cause-condition complex (hetupratyayasamagrim pratityotpad- 
yate), how can it, being born of an extrinsic nature (parabhavad utpan- 
nak), be the intrinsic nature of the good things ? The same holds true 
of the bad and other things (evam evakufalaprabhrtinam). — In these 
circumstances, your statement that the good intrinsic nature of the 
good things has been explained, as well as the bad intrinsic nature 
of the bad things, and so on, is not valid. 


LIV. Now, if [you think:] that intrinsic nature of, the good things 
originates without depending on anything’ (na pratitya kimcit), then 
there would be no practice of religious life (evam sydd ойо na 
brahmacaryasya)}. 


Now, if you think that the good intrinsic nature of the good things 
originates without depending on anything, and that the same is true 
of the bad intrinsic nature of the bad things and of the indeterminate 
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(avyakrta) intrinsic nature of the indeterminate things, then there is 
no practice of religious life (evam saty abrahmacaryavaso bhavati).— 
Why ? — Because, if thisis so, one rejects Dependent Origination 
(pratityasamutpadasya hy evam sati pralyakhyanam bhavati). By rejecting 
Dependent Origination, one rejects the vision of Dependent Origina- 
tion (pratityasamutpddasya pratyakhyanat pratityasamutpadadarSanapratya- 
khyanam bhavati). For if Dependent Origination does not exist, there 
can be no question of its vision (na hy avidyamanasya pratityasamutpadasya 
darSanam upapadyaménam bhavati). If there is no vision of Dependent 
Origination, there is no vision of Dharma. For the Lord has said: 
“О monks, he who sees the pratityasamutpada sees the Dharma”. [And] 
if one does not see the Dharma, there is no practice of religious 
life (dharmadarSanabhavad brakmacaryavasabhdvah). 

Or, rejecting Dependent Origination, one rejects the origination of 
sorrow (айа và pratityasamuipadapratyakhyanad duhkhasamudayapraty- 
dkhyanam bhavati). For Dependent Origination is the origination of 
sorrow (fratityasamutpado hi duhkhasya samudayak). By rejecting the 
origination of sorrow, one rejects sorrow (duhkhasamudayasya pratya- 
Khyanad dubkhapratyakhyanam bhavati). For, if there is по origination, 
how will that sorrow originate (asati hi samudaye tat kuto duhkham 
samudesyati)? If sorrow and [its] origination are rejected, then the 
Cessation (nirodha) of sorrow is rejected. For if there is no origination 
of sorrow, what will come to cease through abandonment (kasya 
prahanan nirodko bhavisyati)? [And] if the cessation of sorrow is rejected, 
the Way (mêrga) is rejected. For, if there is no cessation of sorrow, 
for obtaining what will there be a way leading to the cessation of 
sorrow (kasya praptaye margo  bhavisyati dukkhanirodhagámi)? Thus, 
the Four Noble Truths will cease to exist (evam caturnam dryasatyanam 
abhavah). If they do not exist, there is no result of monasticism 
(framanyaphala). For it is through the vision of [those] Truths that 
the results of monasticism are attained (satyadarfanac chramanyaphalant 
hi Samadhigamyante). [And] if the results of monasticism do not exist, 
there is no practice of religious life. 


छ Apparently, the Madhyamika's assertion that all things are void ruins the founda- 
Чоп of all religious practice. But the Madhyamika says in reply that it is on the 
contrary if things are not void, that all religious practice becomes meaningless. Void- 
ness is ‘dependent origination’ (£ratityasamutpáda). But if there is по ‘dependent 
origination’, then there is no sorrow, no origination of sorrow, and for that reason, no 
destruction of sorrow and no way leading to that destruction. Everything is immut- 
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able, free from the vicissitudes of the empirical world, being the Absolute itself. Thus, 
if Voidness is not admitted, the Four Noble Truths, which constitute the foundation 
of all religious practice in Buddhism, cannot be understood. — The whole thing has to 
be read along with MK X XIV (cf. E. Frauwallner's introduction to his translation 


of this chapter, pp. 187ff.). See also p.91above, and the concluding verse of our 
treatise. 

? This is a quotation from the Sülistamba-sütra (cf. Mahayana-Siitra-samgraha I [ ed. 
by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 1961], p. 100). For the Pali version see Majjhima- 
Nikdya I, pp. 190-1 (Pali Text Society edition). — Dharma, as equivalent to pratitya- 
samutpada, does not mean the Absolute Truth (in which there is no dependent origina- 
tion: cf. (supra, p.91; but is only a negative expression of the Absolute. Cf. Átman- ` 
Brahman, pp. 95, 97. 3 


Furthermore: 


LV. There would be neither merit (dharma) nor demerit (adharma) 
пог the worldly conventions (samvyavahdrd$ са laukikah). All things, 
being endowed with an intrinsic nature, would be permanent — for 
that which has no cause is permanent (nityas ca sasvabhdvah syur nitya- 
tvdd ahetumatah). 


If this is so, what defect follows for you. who reject Dependent 
Origination (evam sati pratityasamutpadam -. pratyacaksanasya bhavatah ko 
dosah prasajyate)? — There is no merit. There is no demerit. Nor do 
exist the worldly conventions. — Why? — Because all that is dependently 
originated; how will it be, if there is no dependent origination (frati- 
tyasamutpannam hy etat sarvam; азай pratityasamutpade kuto bhavisyati) ? 
Moreover, being endowed with an intrinsic nature (sasvabhava), not 
dependently originated (apratityasamutpanna) and devoid of a cause 
(nirhetuka), it would be permanent (nitya)!.— Why ? —Because things 
that have no cause are permanent (nirhetuka hi bhava nityah). — There 
would thus follow that very non-practice of religious life (saeva 
cübrahmacaryavàsah prasajyeta). And you would contradict your own 
tenet (svasiddhantavirodhas ca)*. — Why ? — Because the Lord has 
taught that all conditioned things are impermanent (anitya М 
bhagavata sarve samskara nirdistah). They become permanent, because 
they are [supposed to be] endowed with an intrinsic nature and hence 
[to be] permanent (te sasvabhavanttyatvan nitya hi bhavanti). 


1 The sentence, api ca sasvabhdvo 'pratityasamutpanno nirhetuko nityak syat, does not seem 
to be all right. The editors suggest: ‘sc. bhava?’ (Text, p. 75, n. 8). But 
it would perhaps be better to read: sasvabhdvam apratityasamutpannam nirhetukam 
nityam syai. 
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* [ do not sec why we should conclude from this that the objection formulated in v. VII 
springs from a Hinayànist (cf. p.100, above). The Naiyàyika realist, who uses 
against Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the standpoint of the Buddhist realists, must also 
accept their tenet — in order to be consistent with himself. Nagarjuna here uses 
against his opponent what is commonly regarded as the essence of the Buddha's 
teaching, namely that all conditioned things are impermanent (anitya). 


LVI. And the same defect exists also with regard to the bad things, 
the indeterminate things, those things whichlead toemancipation, and 
so on (natryanikadisu) . Thus, all that is conditioned certainly becomes 
for you unconditioned (tasmát хатат samskrtam asamskrtam te bhavaty ера). 
And the same method that has been indicated, concerning the 
good things (yaf сайга kuSalesu dharmesu nirdisjak kalpah), applies also 
to the bad things, to the indeterminate things, to those things which 
lead to emancipation, and so оп (nairyanikaprabhrtisu ). Thus all that, 
though conditioned, turns out to be unconditioned for you (tasmat te 
sarvam idam samskrtam asamskrtam sampadyate). — Why? — Because, 
there being no cause, there is no origination, no subsistence and no 
destruction (hetau hy asaty utpadasthitibhanga na bhavanti). . [And] 
there being no origination, no subsistence and no destruction, all that 
is conditioned turns out to be unconditioned, because of the absence 
of the specific characters of the conditioned (samskrtalaksanabhavat)*.— 
In these circumstances, your statement that all things are non-void 
becáuse the good and otherthings have an intrinsic nature (kusaladindm 
bhavanam svabhavasadbhavad a$anyah sarvabhava iti), is not valid. 
1 Cf. MK VII. Sec also on the question of the characters of the conditioned P. S. 
Jaini, Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasdprabhdortti (Patna : Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research 
Institute, second edition, 1977—Tihetan Sanskrit Works Series IV), pp. 104-5 with 
the notes. 
[ Refutation of the fifth objection; see v. IK above ] 
LVII. He who says that the name (naman) is existent (sadbAüta), 
deserves indeed the answer from you; ‘There is an intrinsic nature’. 
We, however, do not say that (brama$ ca na vayam tat). 


He who says that the name is existent, deserves the answer. from 
you: "Ihere is an intrinsic nature'. That intrinsic nature, which is 
designated by the existent name, must also be, for that reason, exis- 
tent (yasya sadbhütam nama Svabhavasya tasmdt tenapi svabhavena. sadbhi- 
tena bhavitavyam). For a non-existent intrinsic nature cannot have an 
existent name (na Ay asadbhitasya svabhavasya sadbhütam nama bhavati). 
We, however, do not say that the name is existent. Since the things 
have no intrinsic nature, that name also is devoid of an intrinsic nature 
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(nihsvabhava). For that reason, it is void (Sanya), and, being void, 
it is non-existent (asadbh ita). — In these circumstances, your statement 
that because of the existence of the name (nZmasadbhavat) the intrinsic 
nature is existent (sadbhütah svabhavak), is not valid. 


1 sasvabhdva ity evam bhavata prativaktauyo nama. — sasvabhava here is used as the opposite 


of nihsvabhàva or asvabhava ‘absence of intrinsic nature'(v. IX, Vitti on LIX). Let us 
remember that according to the opponent, there can be no name without an- object, 
The name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ proves, therefore, that very intrinsic nature 
which it is supposed to deny. The Madhyamika’s reply to this is that the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ does not exist any more than all other things. 


Furthermore: 


ТУШ. Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent 
or non-existent (ndmdsad.iti ca уай idam tat kim nu sato bhavaty utapy 
asatah)? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent , in 
both ways your position is abandoned (yadi hi sato yady asato dvidhapi te 
hiyate vadah). 


Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent or non- 
existent? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent thing, in 
both ways the proposition (pratijfi4) is abandoned. First, if [the thing 
named is] existent, the proposition [The name is:] *Non-existent? 
isabandoned. Forthe same thing cannot be now non-existent, now 
existent (na hidanim tad asad idanim sat). Then, if [you say that] the 
thing named is non-existent, [it has to be replied:] that which is 
non-existent has no name (asadbhiitasya nama na bhavati)!.—Thus your 
proposition that the name hasan existent intrinsic nature is aban- 
doned (tasmad ya pratijña патпаћ sadbhütah svabhàva iti sā hinda)?. 


1 For the text cf. Kunst's Preface, p.35, 

* For the opponent, even the name ‘non-existent’ is existent. But, for the Madhya- 
mika, it involves a self-contradiction. See also on this self-contradiction B. К. 
Matilal, ‘Reference and Existence in Nyaya and Buddhist Logic’, loc. cit. pp. 90-93. 


Furthermore: 


LIX. We have already established the voidness of all things (sarze- 
sam bhavanam fünyalvam copapüditam pirvam). This criticism, there- 
fore, turns out to be one of something-which is not a proposition (sa 
upalambhas tasmād bhavaty ayam capratijnayah). 
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Here we have already established in detail (vistaratah) the void- 
ness of all things. Even the name has already been stated to be void. 
Now you, assuming non-voidness, have returned to the charge (sa 
bhavan afünyalvam parigrhya parivrtlo vaktum): If the things had no 
intrinsic nature, then even the name ‘absence of intrinsic nature” 
would not. exist (yadi bhavanam svabhavo na syad asvabhava iti namapidam 
na sydd iti). Your criticism, therefore, turns out to be one of some- 
thing which isnot a proposition (tasmad apratijnopalambho "yam bhavatah 
sampadyate) We do not say, indeed, that the name is existent (na 
hi vayam nama sadbhitam iti brümah). 


Now about your statement [contained in v. X]: 


LX. ‘Now [you may say:] There is an intrinsic nature, but that 
does not belong to the things’ — this suspicion of yours is not shared 
by us (¿dam afankitam yad uktam bhavaty anasankitam tac ca). 

We do not, indeed, deny the intrinsic nature of the things (na hi 
vayan: dharmanam svabhavam pratisedhayamah). Nor do we affirm the 
intrinsic nature of a certain object apart from the things (dharmavinir- 
muktasya va kasyacid arthasya svabhavam abhyupagacchamak). Now, 
this being so, your criticism: ‘If the things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, you should explain to what other object, apart from the 
things, there now happens to belong the intrinsic nature (kasya khalu 
idanim anyasyarthasya dharmavinirmuktasya svabhavo bhavati)’, is thrown 
far away (durapakrstam evaitad bhavati). It is no criticism at all 
(upalambho na bhavati)?. 


1 As we shall see later оп (v. LXIV), Nagarjuna docs not ‘deny’ anything; he only 
“makes known’ the voidness of the things. 


[Refutation of the sixth objection; see v. XI above]. 


LXI. 11 [it is true that] negation is only of an existent, then this 
voidness is established (fZnyatvam nanu prasiddham idam) — for you 
negate the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic nature (pratisedhayate 
hi bhavzn bhavanam nifisvabhavatvam ). 

If negation is only of an existent and not of a non-existent (yadi 
sata eva pratisedho bhavati nàsatak), and if you negate the being-devoid- 
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ofan-intrinsic-nature of all things (bhauam£f ca sarvabhavanam niksvabha- 
vatvam bratisedhayati), then the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of 
all things is established (nanu prasiddham sarvabhavanàm nihsvabhāvat- 
vam). Since, in virtue of your statement (fvadvacanena), negation 
exists (pratisedhasadbhavai)!, and since the being-devoid-of-an-intrin- 
sic-nature of all things has been negated (nihsuabhdvaivasya ca sarva- 
bhavanam pratisiddhatuat), voidness is established (prasiddha Sunyata). 


२ Read pratisedhya? “object to be negated’ ? 


LXIL Or, if you negate voidness and that voidness does not 
exist (fratisedhayase "tha шат fünyatvam tac ca ndsti fünyatvam), then 
your position that negation is of an existent is abandoned (pratisedhah 
sata ili te nano esa vihiyate vadah). 


Or, if you negate the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of all 
things, ie. their voidness, and that voidness does not exist, then 
your proposition (#ratijña) that negation is of an existent and not of a 
non-existent, is abandoned!. 


1 The Madhyamika here uses the opponent's own logic against him. If the latter's 
proposition that a significant negation is only of an existent is right, then he proves the 
Madhyamika’s position, by proving the voidness he negates. If, on the other hand. 
the voidness he negates does not exist, then he abandons his own Proposition. 


Besides: 
LXII. Ido not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated 
(pratisedhayami naham kimcit pratisedhyam asti na ca kimcit).. You, 
therefore, calumniate me when you say: ‘You negate’ (tasmat prati- 
sedhayasily adhilaya esa tvaya kriyate)!. 


Even that you could rightly say, if I negated something. I, 
however, do not negate anything, for there is nothing to be negated 
(na caivaham kimcit pratisedhayami, yasman па kimcit pratiseddhavyam asti). 
Thus, while, all things being void, there is neither a thing to be negat- 
ed (pratisedhya) nor a negation (pratisedha), you make an absurd 
calumny (aprastuto ° dhilayah) when you say: ‘You negate’. 


1 adhilaya ‘calumny’ has been: recorded so far only in MK (F. Edgerton, Buddhist 
Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary | New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953], s.v.). 


- 
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Now about your statement (contained in v. XII): 


LXIV. Regarding your assertion that the statement of the negation 
of the non-existent is established without words (rte vacandd asatah 
pratisedhavacanasiddhir iti), we observe: Here speech makes it known 
as non-existent, it does not deny it (atra jiapayale vag asad iti tan na 
pratinihanti). ^ 

Regarding your statement: "The negation of the non-existent is 
established even without words; what purpose is, therefore, served by 
your statement “All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature" (tatra 
kim nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ity etat tvadvacanam karoti)?’, we observe: 
The statement: “All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature', does not 
make all things devoid of an intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavah sarvabhava 
ity etat khalu vacanam na nipsvabhavin eva sarvabhavan karoti). But, since there 
is no intrinsic nature (аза: svabhave), it makes known (jiapayati) that 
the things are devoid of an intrinsic nature (bhava nifsvabhava iti). 
Here is an example: While Devadatta is not in the house, somebody 
says that Devadatta is in the house ` (avidyamdnagrhe Devadatte *sti grhe 
Devedatta iti)!. On that occasion, somebody tells him in reply: ‘He 
is not [in the house]’. That statement does not create Devadatta’s 
non-existence, but only makes known Devadatta’s non-existence in 
the house (na tad vacanam Devadattasyasadbhavam karoti, kim tu jfiapayati 
kevalam asambhavam grhe Devadattasya). Similarly the statement “The 
things have no intrinsic nature’ does not create the being-devoid-of- 
an-intrinsic-nature of the things, but makes known the absence of an 
intrinsic nature in all things (na bhavanam niksvabhavatvam karoti, kim 
tu sarvabhavesu svabhávasyübhavam jfdpayatt ). — In these circumstances, 
your statement: ‘If there is no intrinsic nature, what purpose is 
served by the statement “There is no intrinsic nature”? The absence 
of an intrinsic nature is established even without words’, is not 
appropriate (na yuktam)?. 


` ल्य is a curious compound but occurs in other texts’. (Text; p. 80, 
п. 5 

2 Nagarjuna is not unaware of the weight of the Naiyayika's objection. It does not, 
however, apply to him, for he does not negate anything but only ‘makes known’ the 
voidness, ie. the ‘dependent origination’, of the things, where people wrongly ५८८ 
their non-voidness. — In the Madhyamakakarikas Nagarjuna often uses the Naiyá- 
yika's principle in his own argumentations, Candrakirti makes this clear in his com- 
ments. Thus in Prasannapada on X XVII, 28 he writes: pratisedhyasya vastuno *sambha- 
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vat pratisedhasydpy asambhava ity alo ‘ntavattve canantavative cobhayasminn apratite kasya 
pratisedhena naivantavan nanantavan loka iti, drstisambhavah sydd iti. The point under 
discussion here has also been clearly stated by Candrakirti in his comment on MK 
XV, 11 (MKV. pp 273,1. 12-274, 1.4).--It is possible that Nagarjuna here drew 
his inspiration from Patañjali’s Mahabhasya on Panini गा, 2, 6, where the gram- 
marian discusses whether the negative particle naN creates absence or simply makes 
absence known (Mahabhagya, Kielhorn's edition, Vol. I, third edition by K.V. Abhyan- 
kar, Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1962, p. 411, 11. 3). Sce also 
Vatsyayana’s Bhásya on Nydyasitra IT, 1, 11, end, and Uddyotakara's Varttika: 
na са pratisedhasyaitat samarthyam уай vidyamanam padartham anyathā kuryat. jrapakatvac 
са na sambhavanivfitih. jitapako "уат pratisedho na sambhavanivartaka iti. = 
[Refutation of the seventh objection]. $ 


Now about the four verses (XIII-XVI) uttered by you: 


LXV. You have introduced a great deliberation (mahdms carcak) 
with the example of the mirage. Listen to the decision in that 
matter also (tatrapi nirnayam srnu), showing how that example is ap- 
propriate (yathà sa drstanta upapannah). 

(The commentary is a mere paraphrase). 


.LXVI. If that perception were by its own nature, it would not be 
dependently originated (ха yadi svabhdvatah зуда graho na syat pratitya 
sambhitah). That perception, however, which comes into existence 
dependently is voidness indeed (yaf ca pratitya bhavati graho папи $ün- 
yata saiva). š 

If that perception of a mirage as water (mrgalrsnayam sa yathajala- 
grahah)' were by its own nature, it would not be dependently origin- 
ated. Since, however, it comes into existence in dependence 
upon the mirage, the wrong sight (viparitam daríanam) and the dis- 
tracted attention (ayonifomanaskara), it is dependently originated 
(pratityasamutpanna). And since it is dependently originated, it is j 
indeed void by its own nature (svabhāvatah $ünya eva) — as pre- 
viously stated (yatha pürvam uktam tatha). 


1 Cf, supra, p.104, n. 1 on XIII. 
Furthermore: 


LXVI. If that perception were by its own nature, who would 
remove that perception (kas tam nivartayed graham)? The same 
method applies to the rest [of the things] too (sesesu apy esa vidhifi) 
Hence this is a non-criticism (tasmdd eso *nupalambhak). 

If the perception of water in a mirage (mrgatrsnayam Jalagrahah) 
were by its own nature, who indeed would remove it? For an intrinsic 
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nature cannot be removed (na hi svabhával: Sakyo vinivartayitum) : e.g., the 
heat of fire, the fluidity of water, the openness (niravaranatva ) of space?. 
Its removal, however, is seen (drsjam casya vinivartanam). The intrin- 
sic nature of the perception is, therefore, void (tasmac chiinyasvabhavo 
grahak). The same method (krama) is to be understood (pratyava- 
gantavya) with regard to the rest of the things too (४८४७० api dharmesu), 
viz., the five things beginning with the object to be perceived (grahya- 
prabhytisu pancasu)?. — In these circumstances, your statement that all 
things are non-void because of the existence of the aggregate of the 
six (safkabhavat), is not valid’. 
1 Cf. МКХХІШ, 24, with Candrakirti's comment. On the ‘openness’ of space 
cf. S. Bhaduri, Studies in Nyiya-Vaitesika Metaphysics (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Re- 
search Institute, 1947 [reprint: 19751), р. 164. 
2 Of. v. XIV. | 
3 According to the realist, the Madhyamika cannot avoid the difficulty he has been 
put into, even by affirming that, in saying “All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature”, 
he only negates a wrong perception of a non-existent, comparable to the perception 
of water in a mirage. For even when one claims to negate a wrong perception of a 
non-existent, onc is bound to admit the six things, viz., the perception, the object to be 
perceived, the perceiver, the negation, the object to be negated, and the negator 
(v. XIV). — The Madhyamika’s rejoinder to this is that the opponent's criticism 
springs from a misunderstanding of the meaning of ‘being devoid of an intrinsic nature’. 
When the Madhyamika says that all things are ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’ or ‘void’, 
he does not at all mean to say that they are non-existent, but only that they are ‘de- 
pendently originated’. The six things of which the opponent speaks cxist only insofar 
as they are dependently originated (cf. supra, p.123, n. 1 on L). 

Perhaps we may pursue our elucidation of this passage further. Nagarjuna does 
not confound truth and error. He can distinguish just as a realist can between delusive 
and non-delusive perceptions, and by the same criteria. The heat of fire, the fluidity 
of water, and so on, are not just the same thing as the perception of water in a mirage. 
The latter is erroneous and hence can be removed by a knowing person, whereas the 
truth of the former is not questioned by anybody in the world. But when Nagarjuna 
says that the heat of fire is an ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhdva), he does not mean to say that 
it is so in an absolute sense. The heat of fire, too, is ‘dependently originated’ (cf. 
Candrakirti, MKV., pp. 260f.). Truth and error have this in common, that both are 
‘dependently originated’. The example of the mirage has been chosen because it is 
the most comprehensive, including as it does not only the perception, the object to be 
perceived and the perceiver, but also the negation, the object to be negated and the 
negator. Empirically speaking, all these exist, being related to one another; but in 
an absolute sense, none of these can be said to exist — for the very same reason that 
they are ‘dependently originated’. 

“Thus, the doctrine of voidness has a twofold function: on one hand, it establishes 
the empirical reality; on the other, it points to its Beyond. 


TRANSLATION 135 


[Refutation of the eighth objection; sec v. XVII above]. 


LXVIII. The case being the same (samatodt), we have already 
answered by what precedes [the objection of] absence of reason 
(Aetvabhàva), which was stated in [your] refutation of the example of 
the mirage (mrgatrsnadrstàntavyüvritividhau ya uktah prak). z 

It should be understood (avagantavya) that by the preceding deli- 
beration (carcena pirvoktena) we have also answered [the objection of] 
absence of reason. The same deliberation, which was stated in the 
preceding reason (pürvasmin hetau), for the negation of the aggregate 
of the six (satkapratisedhasya), should also be considered here (hapi 
carcayitavyah)*. j 


1 Why are all things ‘void’ or ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature? The Madhyamika's 
‘reason’ is that they are dependently originated’ (pratityasamutpanna). Put in the 
standard Naiyayika form of syllogistic inference (anumána), it comes to this: 


(1) Pratijita nihsvabhavah sarvabhāvāh 
(Proposition ) : (All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 
(2) Hetu pratityasamutpannatvat 
(Reason): (Because of being dependently originated). 
(3) Udaharana yat pratityasamutpannam tan nihsvabhavam drstam: yatha 


(Exemplification): mrgatrsndyam jalagrahah 
(What is dependently originated is seen to be devoid of 
an intrinsic nature: for example, the perception of water 
in a, mirage). 


(4) Upanaya tatha ca pralityasamutpannah sarvabhavah 
(Application): (Even so are all things dependently originated ). 

(5) Nigamana tasmat pratityasamulpannatvan nifsvabhavah sarvabhavah 
(Conclusion ): (Therefore, because of being dependently originated, all 


things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 

Unlike Bhavaviveka, a later Madhyamika, Nagirjuria does not show any predilection 
for ‘independent inference’ (svatantranumdna), for he has no ‘position’ to defend. 
His ‘position’ is, in fact, a ‘non-position’. He expresses the Inexpressible. And the 
best way for him to refute his opponent's criticism is to show the contradictions in- 
herent in the latter’s own way of thought (cf. supra, p.90 and n. 3). Heisa prasan- 
gika, not a svatantrika. However, he cannot be accused of not vindicating his position 
from the standpoint of formal logic. — Cf. Candrakirti’s remarks on Buddhapalita, a 
strict follower of Nagarjuna (MKV , pp. 20-21: Th. Stcherbatsky, The Conception of 
Buddhist Nirvana [Leningrad, 1927], pp. 99ff.). 5 


[Refutation of the ninth objection; see v. XX above]. 


LXIX. We have already answered [the question relating to] the 
reason [for a negation] in the three times (traikalya)!, for the case is 
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the same (samatvat). And a counter-reason for the three times 
(traikalyapratihetu) is obtained for the upholders of the doctrine of 
voidness (fünyatdvadinam praptah). . : 

It has to be understood (fratyavagantayya) that the question why а 
negation is possible in the three times (hetus traikalye pratisedhavact) has 
already received its answer (uktottarah). — Why? — Because the reason 
is of the same nature as the thesis to be established (sadkyasamatvat). 
To explain: In virtue of your statement (wadvacanena), a negation is 
not possible in the three times, and, like the negation, the thing to 
be negated, also, does not exist”. Thus, there being no negation and 
no object to be negated (pratisedhapratisedhye 'sati), your opinion that 
-the negation has been negated (yad bhavan manyate pratisedhah pratisi- 
ddha iti), is untenable. That very reason which expresses a negation 
of the three times is obtained for the upholders of the doctrine of 
voidness, for they negate the intrinsic nature of all things, — not for 
you (yas trikalapratisedhavaci hetur esa eva Sinyatdvddinam praptah sarva- 
bhavasvabhavapratisedhakatván па bhavatah)?. 

Or it has been answered in the following way: $ 

“| do not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated. 
You, therefore, calumniate me when you say: “You negate” ४. 

Now, if you think: the negation is established in all the three times 
(trisu api kalesu pratisedhah siddhah); we see the antecedent cause, the 
subsequent cause, and the simultaneous cause (dysjah pirvakalino "hi 
hetuh, uttarakalino "pi, yugapatkalino "bi ketuk): antecedent cause, e.g., 
the father as the cause of the son; subsequent cause, e.g., the disciple 
as the cause of the teacher; simultaneous cause, e.g., the lamp as the 
cause of the light, — we reply: this is not so. For in this way are stated 
the three former defects (6 hy etasmin krame trayah pürvadosah)*. . 
Moreover, if this is 50, you admit the existence of a negation, and you 

"abandon your proposition (api са yady evam, pratisedhasadbhavas toayabhyu- 
pagamyate, pratijñāhāniś ca te bhavati); the negation of an intrinsic 
nature is also established in this way (etena kramena svabhavapratise- 
dho "pi siddhah). Š 


Е Cf. v. XX, and Nyayasüira II, `1, 12, quoted above, p.106, n. 2. 

Read: pratisedhas traikalye 'nupapannah, pratisedhavat sa pratisedhyo ‘pi. 
३ For the realist, a negation is not possible in all the three times (cf. v. XX). The 
Madhyamika uses his opponent's own argument to prove that, if the latter’s conten- 
tion is valid, he cannot negate the Madhyamika’s negation. The Madhyamika him- 
self, however, is safe in his position, for he holds that the three times are as void as all 
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the other things (cf. MK XIX). (Note the way in which Nagarjuna uses the two 
expressions: hetus fraikálye pratisedhavdci ‘reason expressing a negation in the three 
times’, and ¢rikdlapratisedhavaci hetuh ‘reason [for a negation in the three times] which 
Ена а negation of the threc times'.) — On sadhyasama of.n. 3 on v. XXVIII 
above. 


1 V, LXIII above. 
5 Cf. v. NX. 


LXX. АП things prevail for him for whom prevails this voidness 
(prabhavati ca $ünyateyam yasya prabhavanli tasya sarvarthah). Nothing 
prevails for him for whom voidness does not prevail (prabhavaii na tasya 
kimcin na prabhavati fünyatà yasya)?. 


For whom this voidness prevails, for him all things — mundane and 
supramundane (sarvartha laukikalokottarah) — prevail. — Why? — Be- 
cause Dependent Origination prevails for him for whom voidness pre- 
vails. The Four Noble Truths prevail for him for whom Dependent 
Orignation prevails. The results of monastic life as well as all special 
acquisitions (vifesadhigama)” prevail for him for whom the Four Noble 
Truths prevail. The Three Jewels (trini ratnani), viz., the Buddha, 
the Dharma and the Samgha, prevail for him for whom all the special 
acquisitions prevail. For whom Dependent Origination prevails, 
for him merit (dharma), the cause of merit (dharmahetu), the result of 
merit (dharmaphala), demerit (adharma), the cause of demerit (adharma- 
hetu), the result of demerit (adharmaphala), — aji these prevail. For 
whom merit and demerit, the causes of merit and demerit and the 
results of merit and demerit prevail, for him passion (klefa)?, the 
* origination of passion (klefasamudaya), and the objective grounds 
of passion (kleSavastini)* prevail. For whom all that prevails (yasyattat 
sarvam prabhavati pirvoktam), for him the law concerning the happy 
and the unhappy states (sugatidurgativyavasthd), the attainment of 
those states (sugatidurgatigamana), the way leading to those states 
(sugatidurgatigamt margah), the act of passing beyond those states 
(sugatidurgativyatikramana), the means of passing beyond those 
states (sugatidurgativyatikramanopaya), and all -worldly conventions 
(sarvasamuyavaháraé са laukikah) are established (gyavasthapitah). 
They are to be understood individually by each person, following 
this direction (svayam adhigantavya anayi disa): a part [only]. can 
be taught in words (kimeic chakyam vacanenopades kum). 
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Here again, 
I adore that incomparable Buddha (tam apratimabuddham) who taught 
Voidness, Dependent Origination and the Middle. Way as equivalent 


(ekartha)5. 
Here ends this work of the venerable master Nagarjuna. 


lof MK XXIV, 14: 

sarvam ca yujyale tasya $ünyalà yasya yujyate| 

Sarvam na yujyate tasya Siinyam yasya na yujyate|| 
Concluding the Vigrahavyavartani with this verse, Nagarjuna shows that his doctrine 
of voidness does not reject the empirical world. On the contrary, it establishes on a 
solid foundation all our activities in the empirical world. — See above, p.91; p. 123 
n. 1 on L; p.134, n. 3; vv. LIV-LVI. 
2 On this term cf. May, n. 828. 
3 cr MK XXII. 
4 On pastu cf. MK XXIII, 7. with Candrakirti’s comment (May, |p. 185 and 
n. 603). 
5 Cf. MK XXIV, 18, quoted on p. 4, n. 10, above. 
6 That both the karikas and the uriti were composed by Nagarjuna is clearly stated by 
Candrakirti, MKV , pp. 25, 30. 
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Majjhima-Nikaya Note 2 on LIV (p. 127). 

Nagarjuna: (Mila-) Madhyamaka-karika (MK. ) р. 2; p. 94, nn. 
8,9,10; Note on XXII (p. 108); Note 1 on XXIII (p. 109); 
Note 2 on XXVIII (p. 122); Note2 on XXIX (p. 114) ; Notes on 
XXXVI-XL; Note on XLIII; Note 3 on XLVIII ; Note 2 on 
LI; Note | oh LIV (p. 127); Note on LXIII; Note 2on LXIV: 
Notes 1 and 3 on LXVII (p. 134); Note 3 on LXIX (p. 137) 
Notes 1,3, 4and 5 on LXX (p. 138). 

—Vaidalyaprakarana Note 1 on ХХ. ! 
-Nyyasiira Notes 2 and 3 on II (p.97); Note 2 on XX; Note 1 on 
XXVIII (p.112); Note] on XXXI; Note on XXXII (p. 116) ; 
Notes | and 2 on XXXIII; Note | on LXIX (р. 46). 
Panini: Asfadhyayi Note on XXIV. 
Patafijali: Mahabhasya Note on III (p. 98 ); Note 2 on LXIV (p. 133). 
Sankara: Brahmas itra-bhasya Note on XXXV. 
—Bthadaranyakopanisad-bhasya Note on XXXV. 
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—Commentary on the Zgamafastra Note 1 on XXVIII (p. 112). 
—Upade$asahasri Note on XXXV. 

Salistamba-Sütra Note 2 on LIV (p. 127) 

Santideva: Bodhicaryavatàra Note оп L. 

Tarkasastra Notel on XX; Note 1 on XXXIX. 

Udayana: Nyayakusumaijali Note on XII. 

Uddyotakara: Ayayavaritika Note on XI ( p. 103); Note on XXXII 
(p. 116) ; Note 2 on LXIV (p. 133). 

Vacaspatimisra: Nydyavarttikatatparyatika Note | on XXXI. ` 

Vatsyayana: Myayabhasya Note 2 on II (p. 97); Note 2 on XX; Note 
lon XXVIII (p. 112); Note on XXXII (p. 116); Notes 1 and 2 
on XXXIII; Note 1 on XXXIX; Note 2 on LXIV (p. 133). 

Visvanatha: Nydyasitravytti Note on XXXII (p. 116). 

VaiSesikasitra (with the commentary of Candrananda) Noteon XI 
(p. 103). 


Addenda et Corrigenda 


Some of the additions and alterations proposed in the Translation 
and the Notes have been omitted, and some confusions have arisen 
from the new pagination. 'The readers are requested: to make the 
following additions and corrections (the entirely obvious misprints are 
passed without notice). 

P. 89, line 13. 

For ‘unperturbed? read ‘imperturbable’. 

7. 95. 

The number 1 has been misplaced. Its place is after сате, 
line 5 from bottom. The corresponding note, to be placed after 1, 
is: 

‘On the question of phonetics see, e.g., W.S. Allen, Phonetics in 
Ancient India (Oxford University Press, 1953). See also G. Tucci’s 
Notes on the Vigrahavyavartani, pp. 23-4.’ 

P. 99, v. V, n. 1, last line. 

After ‘Sabda’, add‘: cf. Vatsyayana on JVyayasütra I, 1, 1.3’. 
P. 99, v. V, last line. 
For ‘2? read ‘3’. The note, which is missing, is: ‘Cf. n. 1 above.” 
P. 101, v. IX, last line. 
The note 2, which has been omitted at the end, is: 
“The name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ must refer to something 
which is absent. See X-XII below, with the notes on XI and XII.’ 
P. 103, end of the note on XI, line 6. 
After ‘Calcutta’, add‘; cf. ТЇЇ, 1, 1, p. 699. 
P. 108. 
Before v. XII, insert “And again: 
P. 108, v. XII, line 4. 
For ‘does not really exist’, read “does not exist at all’. 
P. 106, v. XX, line 4. 
Read *[ of the things ]’. 
P. 108, note on KKII, line 3. 
For *90? read ‘89’. 
P. 109, note 2 on XXIII. 
For ‘95’ read ‘96°. 
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'v. XXVIII, line 5 from bottom 
от “has no existence’, read ‘has not, indeed, an existence 
112, note 3 on XXVIIT, line 5 
After ‘valid’, add‘; on the contrary, the example proves his thesis 
, 197, note 2 on LIV, line 2 from bottom 
| For * (supra, p. 91; read “supra, p 91), 
; v. LVIII, last line. 
or ‘hinda’, read ‘hina’. 
‚ v. LXIV, lines 2 and б. 
For “the non-existent’ read ‘a non-existent’. 
>, 133, note2 on LXIV 
As the capital J with the diacritical mark was not available, for 
HAN? read “nan 
135, note on LXVIII, line 5 from bottom. 
For *p. 90 and n. 3' read *p. 89 and n. 4’. 


Tucci’ should precede ‘Uddyotakara’. 
line 3 


nder *Candrakirt?, add ‘p. 90°, and for ‘p. 3, n. 3? read ‘p. 92 
n. 42, Under ‘Nagarjuna’, for ‘p. 2’ read ‘p. 90°; add ‘p. 91’; for 
94, nn. 8, 9, 10°, read ‘p. 93, nn. 10, 11, 12’; line 3, for ‘122’ 
119°. Under ‘Nyayasiiira’, last line, for “16° read ‘136’. 


itsyayana', for ‘Note 2 on IP read ‘Note 3 on IP, and add 
on V (Addenda et Corrigenda)’. 
in Kunst Preface, pp. 34-5: 
ll=p. 43; p. 12=p. 44; p. 27=p. 59; p. 36=p. 68; 
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Though only a ‘minor work’ in form, as 
regards its contents the Vigrahavyavartant is 
a fundamental text of Madhyamaka, as well 
as of the early Indian dialectical tradition. 
Not only does it admirably illustrate the 
dialectical method followed by Nagarjuna, 
the founder of the school, but it also clarifies 
the idea of Voidness (Sunyata) which has 
been so often misunderstood, not only 
in modern times and abroad, but in India 
itself, and in Nagarjuna’s own time. 

Written after Nagarjuna’s major work, 
the Madhyamakakarikas, the Vigrahavya- 
yartani is undoubtedly one of his best works 
and shows him in all that is peculiar of him, 
above all in his unperturbed consistency, as 
E. Frauwallner said. 

Long lost in India, this text was for- 
tunately discovered by Rahula Sankrtya- 
yana in a Tibetan monastery. The book 
includes the text both in Devanagari and 
Roman scripts ‘edited by E.H. Johnston 
and Arnold Kunst along with an English 
translation which follows the text closely 
and as literally as possible, and Notes that 
clarify its technicalities. 


